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Rep.  Jennings  introduced  H.  R.  $058  which  was 
referred  to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee.  Print 
of  bill  as  introduced. 

House  committee  ordered  H.  R.  $058  reported  with 
amendment* 

House  committee  ordered  H.  R.  5058  reported  with 
amendment. 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  5058  with  amend¬ 
ments*  H*  Report  No.  329*  Print  of  bill  and 
report* 

Sen.  Jordan  introduced  S*  1901  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Senate  committee  ordered  S.  1901  reported. 

Senate  committee  reported  S.  1901  without  amend¬ 
ment.  S.  Report  No.  297*  Print  of  bill  and 
report* 

Senate  passed  over  S.  1901  at  the  request  of  Sen. 
Engle. 

Senate  passed  S.  1901  with  amendment • 

S.  1901  was  referred  to  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  referred* 


June  2,  1959  House  committee  reported  S.  1901  without  amend¬ 
ment.  H*  Report  No*  1*21*  Print  of  bill  and 
report* 

June  U,  1959  Rules  Committee  voted  to  report  resolution  for  the 

consideration  of  S.  1901* 


June  5,  1959  Rules  Committee  reported  resolution  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  S.  1901.  H.  Res.  286,  H.  Kept.  U39. 


June  9,  1959 

June  10,  1959 

June  12,  1959 
June  25,  1959 


House  began  debate. 

House  passed  S.  1901  with  amendment. 

Senate  concurred  in  House  amendment. 
Vetoed:  S.  Doc.  32.  Print  of  document. 
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DIGEST  OF  S.  1901  (Vetoed) 


TOBACCO  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  S.  1901,  which  would  have  provided  that 
the  level  of  price  support  in  dollars  and  cents  for  any  kind 
of  tobacco,  except  Connecticut  Valley  binder  types  51  and  52, 
Pennsylvania  filler  type  41,  and  Puerto  Rican  filler  type  46, 
shall  not  exceed  that  established  for  the  1958  crop  until  90 
percent  of  parity  computed  as  provided  in  the  bill,  as  of  the 
beginning  of  the  marketing  year  for  any  crop,  exceeds  the  lower 
of  the  1958  support  level  or  90  percent  of  parity  computed  as 
provided  in  existing  law.  Beginning  with  such  crop,  the  support 
level  would  have  been  fixed  at  90  percent  of  parity  computed 
by  whichever  of  the  two  methods  resulted  in  the  lower  price.  The 
method  of  computing  parity  provided  by  the  bill  is  generally  simi¬ 
lar  to  that  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1948,  using  the  base  periods  specified  in  the  law  at  that  time 
both  in  determining  the  base  period  price  for  the  commodity  and 
in  computing  the  parity  index.  Limited  to  $50,000  the  total  amount 
of  CCC  loans  or  purchases  which  could  have  been  made  to  any  person 
on  the  1960  production  of  tobacco. 
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86ih  CONGRESS  II  TTS  p*  £\  t*  O 
1st  Session  j|“f.  J\.  5tl50 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  26, 1959 

Mr.  Jennings  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  to 
stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is 

4  amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  adding 

5  a  colon  and  the  following:  “Provided,  That  for  any  kind  of 

6  tobacco  (other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder  types 

7  51  and  52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect  for 

8  the  1958  crop,  the  level  of  support  computed  in  dollars  and 

9  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such  tobacco  for  which 

10  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of 

11  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the 

I 


2 


1  1958  crop  until  90  per  centum  of  parity  as  of  the  beginning 

2  of  the  marketing  year  for  such  subsequent  crop  computed 

3  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 

4  Act  of  1948  exceeds  the  level  of  support  applicable  to  the 

5  1958  crop,  whereupon  the  level  of  support  for  such  subse- 

6  quent  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall  be  90  per  centum 

7  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year 

8  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 

9  Agricultural  Act  of  1948.” 
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OFvINTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


CONTENTS 

Acreage  aMotments . 17 

Adjournments. . . ....11 

Buildings. .  18 
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Cooperatives. . .  2 

Corn . . . \  . ....  13 

Electrification. . .  .\. ...  15 

Employment . .  \ . .  10 

Farm  credit . X.9 
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Issued 
For  actions  of 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 

(For  Department 
Staff  Only) 

April  17,  1959 
April  16,  1959 
86th-lst,  No.  57 


Farm  program. . . . . . 

Food  for  peace . 

\Price  supports.... 

. 8 

Suear. . .  J. . 

fdustrial  uses. 

I^blic  Law  480.... 

....6,16 

Tobacco/. . 

. 8 

Inflation. . . 

REX  loans . . 

. il5 

Trade  /Taira.  . . . 

. .  3 

Military  construction. 
Milk . 

. .  .6 

Research. . . . 

. 1 

Vehicles . ....... 

. 20 

2,19 

Soil  tank . 

. 17 

Water .......... 

. u 

Personnel . 

SpecialXmilk . 

Wneat . 

. 5,7,14 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  bills  to:  Expand  industrial-use  research. 
Expand  special  milk  program.  House  committee  ordered  reported  bill  to  revise  price 
support  level  for  tobacco.  Sen.  Humphrey  and  otters  introduced  and  Sen.  Humphrey 
discussed  bill  to  expand  Public  Law  486  ar&  establish  Peace  Food  Administration. 


SENATE 

1.  RESEARCH.  The  Agriculture/and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S. 

690,  whicfc  wcalJd  estabLish**  an  Agricultural  Research  and  Industrial  Administra*- 
tion  in  this  Department  to  conduct  research  on  the  develcpment\f  new  and  im¬ 
proved  uses  for  farm/products  (S.  Rept.  193).  p.  5441 

2.  MILK.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendmentKS.  1289, 

to  increase  and/extend  the  special  milk  program  for  children  (S.  Rept\  194)  , 
and  without  amendment  S,  753,  to  authorize  cooperative  associations  of  \ilk 
producers  to/oargain  with  purchasers  singly  or  in  groups  (S.  Rept.  192)  . 
p.  5441 

3.  TRADE  FA)M$.S.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  5508,  to  provide  permanently  for 

the  frte  importation  of  articles  for  exhibition  at  fairs,  exhibitions,  or  ex¬ 
positions.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  5489 


-  2  - 


4.  WATER  RIGHTS.  Received  a  Kan.  Legislature  resolution  urging  the  enactment 

legislation  to  safeguard  and  preserve  established  State  and  individual  rights 
to  the  use  of  water  within  the  States,  p.  5440 


5.  WHEAT.  This  office  has  received  copies  of  an  Agriculture  and  Forestry /Committee 
print  of  a  wheat  stabilization  bill.  The  draft  includes  provisions  ^for  per¬ 
centage  reductions  in  farm  acreage  allotments,  penalties  based  on  actual  yield, 
increase  in  the  penalty  rate,  reductions  in  exemptions,  a  limitation  of 
$25,000  in  price  supports  for  any  person  in  any  year,  no  price  support  for  non¬ 
cooperators,  and  applicability  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  o/ly  the  1960  and 
1961  crops.-.  \ 


HOUSE 


6.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Passed,  377  to  7,  with  amendments/!.  R.  5674,  to 

authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installatioi/,  including  an  authori¬ 
zation  for  use  of  Public  Law  480  and  CCC  funds,  pp.  4592-5515 

Concerning  the  use  of\ Public  Law  480  funds  for  defense  purposes  in  foreign 
countries.  Rep.  Gross  staged  that  "this  is  another  Subsidy  which  should  not  be 
charged  in  full  to  the  farmers  of  America."  p. 


54/6 


7.  WHEAT  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  rec/nmitted  to  the  Wheat  Subcom¬ 
mittee  H.  R.  3436,  to  increase ''■the  durum-wheat^ccreage  allotments  in  North 
Dakota,  Minnesota,  Montana,  South  Dakota,  and/California,  and  H.  R.  5443,  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  appointment  by  theXsecretary/of  a  committee  to  study  and  recom¬ 
mend  increases  in  durum-wheat  allotments.  />.  D255 


8.  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  5058, 
to  modify  the  price- support  level  for  tobacco,  p.  D255 


9.  FARM  CREDIT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  without  amendment 

H.  R.  6353,  to  amend  the  Federal  Farm  Loan  \ct  to  transfer  responsibility  for 
making  appraisals  from  FCA  to  the/Federal  lai^l  banks,  p.  D255 


10.  INFLATION;  EMPLOYMENT.  Rep.  Reu4s  discussed  his\bill,  H.  R.  6263,  "to  amend 
the  Employment  Act  of  1946  to/provide  for  its  mof^  effective  administration, 
and  to  bring  to  bear  an  informed  public  opinion  upon  price  and  wage  increases 
which  threaten  economic  stability,"  which  requires  Xhe  President  to  hold  public 
hearings  on  prospective  o/actual  price  and  wage  increases  and  to  issue  sum¬ 
maries  of  such  hearings./  He  stated  that  the  Administration,  the  AFL-CIO,  the 
U.  S.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  oppose  it.  pp« 

5520-4 


/ 


11.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon./  Apr.  20.  p.  5530 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


12.  FARM  PROGRAM.  /en.  Thurmond  inserted  an  article  discussing  some  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  problems,  stating  that  the  farm  program  is  for  everybody  "'except  the 

1  "f  i"  ♦*  1  A  ^  1  r.rs  J  _ i.  J A • _ A-  _  _  A  Ol  O  7'  O 


little  farm/c"  and  offering  suggestions  for  improvements.  pp.  A3127v8 

Rep.  Looser  inserted  a  reprint  of  an  article  listing  results  of  a  phU*  in¬ 
cluding  yiestions  on  the  farm  program,  p.  A3141 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Brewster  expressing  concern  about  the 
"spiraling  cost  of  administering  a  program  which  has  failed  to  accomplishXlts 
prirm/y  stated  purpose  —  to  help  the  low-income  farmer  ..."  p.  A3148 

p.  Levering  inserted  excerpts  from  a  book  written  by  J.  C.  Penny  express¬ 
ing^  the  importance  of  a  successful  farm  program  and  the  value  of  preserving  our 
spal.  pp.  A3170-1 
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Issued 

CONTENTS  For  actions  of 


Acreage  allotments, . , . . .  31 

Appropriations . 2,13 

Civil  defense\  .........  15 

Credit  unions., . 25 

Dairy  products.  16 , 20 

Electrification. .  ,\l,18,35 

Employment . \. . .  29 

Farm  prices . . .  7 

"arm  program. . . 4\28 

ied  grains 


Foreign  affairs, 


OFFICE  OF 
BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 

(For  Department 
Staff  Only) 

April  29,  1959 
April  28,  1959 
86th-lst,  No, 


12, 32 

Nominations . 

....... .27 

Research . 

. .  .9 

...ll\ 

.  Personnel. 

. 23 

Saline  water. . . . . . 

. <3 

. .  .24 

'Postal  rates.... 

...... ..30 

Sonool  lunch. . . . , . 

. 17 

. .  .10 

Prices. ......... 

. ...5,7,29 

isugar . 

. 8 

Pritae  supports.. 

. 20,32  j 

'  Tobacco . 

. 12 

.  .  .19 

REA  roans. ...... 

. l*l/ 

Water  resources... 

. 8 

Reclamation . 

Wheat. . . 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  overrode  President ' s\ve to  oT  REA  loan  approval  bill.  House 
committee  ordered  reported  tobacco  and  feed  g/ains  price  support  bills.  Senate  de¬ 
bated  second  supplemental  appropriation  bil\A  Rep.  McGovern  urged  Congress  to 
override  veto  of  REA  loan  approval  bill.  Reps,  Mclnt ire  commended  Secretary's  pro¬ 
posed  national  forest  program.  House  committed  reported  Labor-Hew  appropriation 
bill.  Sen.  Humphrey  and  Reps.  Johnson, /Wis. ,  and  Kastenmeier  introduced  and  Sen. 
pphrey  discussed  dairy  stabilization/bills. 


SENATE  • 

"  •  *  \ 

1.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Overrode,  64  to  29,  the  President's  veto  osf  S.  144,  to  give 
the  REA  Administrator  additional  authority  over  the  approvalXof  loans.  Sens. 
Dirksen,  Anderson/Hickenlooper,  and  Aiken  defended  the  President's  action. 
Sens.  Humphrey  a/d  Symington  urged  that  the  veto  be  overridden. \pp. 


6211-5 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,'NH.  R.  5916, 
Agreed  to  the  Committee  amendments  en  bloc.  (See  Digest  59  for  a  summary  of 
the  bill  a/  reported  by  the  Appropriations  Committee.)  pp.  6216-24,  b‘226-35 

3.  WATER  RES6URCES.  Agreed  to,  without  amendment,  S.  Res.  Ill,  to  increase  the 
membership  of  the  S.  Select  Committee  on  National  Water  Resources  by  4  addi^^ 
tionad  members  to  be  named  by  the  Vice  President.  ihe  resolution  ha 
mitred  earlier  in  the  day  by  Sen.  Murray,  pp.  6197-8 


2 


4.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  an  article,  "The  Poverty  of  Abundance," 
critical  of  the  Secretary’s  farm  policies,  pp.  6190-3 


5.  PRICES.  Sen.  Butler  inserted  a  University  of  Pittsburg  professor ' s  .letter, 
"Administered  Prices,"  stating  that  "administrative  pricing  is  an /integral 
part  of  our  society."  p.  6238 

Sen.  Butler  commended  the  American  Can  Co.  for  reducing  the  price  of  cans 
"used  for  packing  the  fruits  and  vegetables  constituting  a  major  portion  of 
the  average  family's  food  budget."  p.  6240 


10. 


/ 


6.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  "The/Annual  Headache," 
discussing  the  proposed  mutual  security  bill.  p.  6199 


7.  FARM  PRICES.  Sen.  Carlson  inserted  a  local  Kan.  Farmery  Union  resolution 

urging  that  "Congres^  pass  legislation  to  encourage  a,n  upward  trend  in  farm 
prices."  p.  6171 


8.  SUGAR.  Received  a  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  sugar  workers  union  resolution  favor¬ 
ing  enactment  of  legislation  to  extend  the  Sugar/ Act.  p.  6170 


9.  SALINE  WATER;  RESEARCH.  Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  resolution  urging  that 
Antioch,  Calif.,  be  selectedVs  a  site  for  api  experimental  saline  brackish 
water  conversion  plant,  p.  6iy0 


( 


FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Neuberger  \nserted/an  article  by  the  American  Assoc, 
for  the  United  Nations  on  the  achieverne/ats  of  the  U.  N.  ,  including  a  review 
of  economic  assistance  to  foreign  countries  and  U.  S.  contributions  to  the 
U.  N. ,  including  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization,  pp.  6200-02 

Both  Houses  received  from  the  Staxh  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to  promote 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States,  by  amending  the  U.  S.  Information 
and  Educational  Exchange  Act  of  1948";  co  H.  Foreign  Affairs  and  S.  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  pp.  6169,  /6247 


11.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE.  Sen.  Gruenfng  commended  Secretary  of  Interior  Seaton  for 

certifying  "that  Alaskans  have  made  adequate 'provision  for  the  administration. 


management,  and  conservation  in  the  broad  national  interest  of  the  fish  and 


( 


wildlife  resources  of  Alaslca"  which  "will  mean  that  these  important  resources, 
which  heretofore  have  be/en  administered  wholly  by.  the  Federal  Government, 
will  shortly  hereafter  ybe  a  responsibility  of  the 'State  of  Alaska."  pp, 
6199-6200 

Both  Houses  received  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Inharior  a  letter  certifying 
that  the  Alaska  State  Legislature  has  made  adequate  provision  for  the  admin¬ 
istration,  management,  and  conservation  of  the  fish  anas. wildlife  resources 
of  Alaska;  to  H. /Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  and  S.  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  Commit  Vees.  pp.  6169,  6247 


HOUSE 


12.  TOBACCO;  FEED  GRAINS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  5058,  to  modify  present  provisions  for  determining  th£  level  of 

>>  Ifrr 


support  for  tobacco^  i 


Rv  5432 t hat  the  price  -support  for 


barley,  and  grain  sorghums  shall  be  established  on  the  basis 


the  feeding  value  of  the  commodity  in  relation  to  corn.  p.  D291 


PR  I  AT  IONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported,  without  amendme 
6769,  making  appropriations  for  Labor-HEW  for  the  fiscal  year  196i 
Rept.  309).  p.  6247 
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[IGHLIGHTS :  House  committe 

rdered  reported  area  redevelopment  bill/  Senat\  committee  reported  bill  to  extend 
Reorganization  Act  to  June  1,  1961.  Sefa,  Young,  NS.  Dak, ,  defended  his  receipt  of 
rice  support  payments.  Sen.  Mansfield,  Rep,  Metcalf,  and  others  submitted  and 
•  liansfield  and  Rep.  Metcalf  discussed  measures  to\provide  for  acceleration  of 
eforestation  programs, 

HOUSE 

1.  TOBACCO,  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments H.  R.  $0$Sf  to  modify 

present  provisions  for  determining  the  level  of  price  support  for  tobacco.  (H. 
Rept,  329).  p,  675? _  _ _ _ 

2.  "aREA.  REDEVELOPMENT  ./The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  ordered  reported  with 

amendment  S’.  722  y^o  establish  an  effective  program  to  alleviate  conditions  of 
substantial  and /persistent  unemployment  and  underemployment  in  certain  economi¬ 
cally  depressed  areas,  p.  D320 

3.  POSTAL  RATES/  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  tilth  amend¬ 

ment  H.  R/5212,  to  revise  the  minimum  charge  on  pieces  of  mail  of  odd  sizes  and 
shapes  (H,  Rept.  331)*  p. 

ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration 
of  h/r.  3U6o,  to  amend  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act  of  1933  to  authorize 
TVA/ to  issue  and  sell  bonds,  notes  and  other  evidence*  of  1  ndebtedne^  o  ass  ^ 
the  financing  of  its  power  programs .  p.  67 


.  DAIRY.  Received  from  the  Comptroller  General  a  report  on  review  of  additional 
<\sts  incurred  by  CCC  in  using  tin  cans  for  packaging  nonfat  dry  milk  and  prc 
cessed  cheese  for  donation  abroad,  1958.  p.  6758  * 


6.  PUBLld\DEBT.  Rep.  Hull  urged  support  for  his  bill  to  reduce  the  national  ,debt  b 
1%  annually  and  inserted  a  summary  of  measures  introduced  since  191*5  to /retire 
the  debt\  pp.  6755-7  !  ./ 


SENATE 


7.  ORGANIZATION,  fi^e  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with /mendment  S„ 
p  661*5°  eXt6nd  \e  ReorSanizati°n  Act  of  19l*9  to  June  1,  1961  /s.  Rept.  239). 


8.  FORESTRY.  Received  fbom  the  Select  Committee  on  Small  Business  a  report,  "The 
pma66ii5ndePendent  Role  in  Forest  Products  Industry.'1  (S.  Rept.  2l*0). 

.  ^en*  Mansfield  inserted  the  program  and  the  remark/  of  the  chief  cf  the 
Division  of  Forest  Fire  Research,  Intermountain  Forest/and  Range  Experiment 
Station,  the  Director  of  the.  Intermountain  Forest  and/Range  Experiment  Station,( 
and  the  Regional  Forester,  Northern  Region,  at  the  groundbreaking  ceremonies 

•I01*™.  C0IIiraencemen‘t  construction  of  the  new  Northern  Forest  Fire  Laboratory 
m  Missoula,  Mont,  pp,  6658 -6ox  7  * 


10.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Young,  N.  Dak.,\charged  that/7a  newspaper  article,  "Payoffs 
to  Hill  Farmers  Bared,"  is  "so  fals^vthat  it  d  pitiful,"  discussed  Federal  ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  farm  program,  and  inserted7  a  table  showing  USDA  net  expendi- 
tures^for  the  fiscal  years  195U  to  1960s.  p/.  6689-90 

...  T2Sn*  Russe11  inserted  a  news  releash/" Billions  for  Farmers?"  discussing 
the  UoDA  budget,  and  stating  that  "When  all  of  the  nonfarm  items  in  the  budget 
are  removed,  only  a  little  more  than  $l/biliion  actually  will  reach  farmers." 
pp.  6690-1  /  \ 

.  Sen.  Dirksen  paid  tribute  to  the/service\f  the  late  Sidney  N.  Gubin  of 
this  Department,  p.  6679  - 

Sen.  Dirksen  inserted  surveys/^  agricultural  economists  of  the  1*9  land- 
college/ which  appeared  in  the  Farm  Journal \hich  "reports  that  four  out 
of  five  economists  say  that  -  first y  any  laws  further  hamstringing  the  free 
market  will  hurt  the  farmer,  thg  consumer,  and  the  Nation;  second,  legislation 
has  not  and  cannot  solve  the  l/rm  problem,  although  the  right  kind  might  help," 
and  including  tables  on  the  j?6sult  of  the  surveys  by  are^s  and  commodity  groups, 


11, 


CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Sen. Humphrey  inserted  an  Izaak  Walton  league  resolution 

supporting  the  objectives  and  principles  of  bills  to  establish  a  Youth  Conserva 
tion  Corps,  p.  661*3  7 


12*  ECONOMIC  ADVISERS,  c/nfirmed  the  nomination  of  Henry  C, 
of  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  p.  661*1 


Wallich  t\  be  a  member 


13  *  A™AGE  ALICTMENT/.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  ^nend  sec- 

377^°f  th7AAA  Act  of  1938,  es  amended,  so -as  to  provide  for  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  unused  acreage  allotments  on  public  lands;  to  the  Agriculture  And 
Forestry  Committee.  p.  661*1 


liw  PUBLIC  LAND/.  Received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  "to  authorize  the  clas^ 
Heat  ion/ segrat  ion,  and  disposal  of  public  lands  chiefly  valuable  for  urban 
•  and  bus/iess  proposes";  to  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  p.  661*l\ 
Received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  "to  facilitate  the  administration  of 


2.  MONOPOLIES.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  ordered  reported  wit 

amendments  S.  442,  to  amend  the  Clayton  Act  so  as  to  require  prior  notification 
of  corporate  mergers  and  acquisitions,  and  S.  716,  to  authorize  the  Attorney 
General\to  compel  the  production  of  documentary  evidence  required  in  oAvil 
investigations  for  the  enforcement  of  the  antitrust  laws.  p.  D330 

A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  ordered  reported  witho/t  recom¬ 
mendation  s\  11,  to  amend  the  Clayton  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Robitvcon- Patman 
Act,  xtfith  reference  to  equality  of  opportunity,  p.  D330 

3.  ADJOURNED  until  ^on. ,  May  11.  p.  6911 

HOUSE 


.4.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R„  3460,  to 
1933  so  as  to  provide  Nfor  the  issuance  of  revenue  bonds, 
additions  to  its  power  \ystem.  pp.  6920-47 


2nd  the  TVA  Act  of 
>y  TVA  to  finance 


5.  SMALL  GRAINS.  Rep.  Langen  \irged  passage  of  his  proposed  bill  to  provide  for  in¬ 

cremental  price  supports  fo\  small  grain  crops.  Under  his  proposed  bill,  as 
more  land  is  taken  out  of  production,  the  higher  ^he  price  support  would  be 
for  barley,  oats,  rye,  soybeans,  flax,  grain  sorghums,  and  corn.  pp.  6947-8 

6.  TOBACCO.  The  report  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  on  H.  R.  5058,  to  modify 

present  provisions  for  determining  the  level  of  price  support  for  tobacco, 
states  the  purpose  of  the  bill  as  follows: 

’’The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  prevent  the  operations  of  the  present 
parity  formula  from  pushing  the  support  prices  of  tobacco  beyond  limits 
which  tobacco  producers,  warehousemen,  and  exporters  believe  to  be  reason¬ 
able  at  present  general  price  levels.  The  effect  of  the  bill  will  be  to 
prevent  any  further  increase  in  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco  until  the 
necessity  for  such  an  increase  is  indicated  by  a  substantial  further  in¬ 
crease  in  the  parity  index  --  the  measure  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  includ¬ 
ing  wages,  interest,  and  taxes.  It  is  estimated  that  it  will  be  from  3  to 
5  years  (depending  on  the  increase  in  general  price  levels)  before  this 
index  catches  up  with  the  present  support  price  of  tobacco."  *  *  * 

"As  introduced,  the  bill  would  have  retained  the  lower  of  the  1958 
level  of  supports  or  modernized  parity  until  the  level  based  on  old  parity 
exceeded  the  1958  level.  Thereafter,  supports  would  have  been  related 
solely  to  old  parity.  Under  the  committee  amendment,  after  such  time  as 
the  support  level  based  on  old  parity  exceeds  the  1958  level,  parity  will 
be  computed  under  both  methods,  and  the  support  level  will  be  90  percent 
of  the  lower  of  the  two  levels. 

"The  amendment  starting  with  the  words  'Provided  further*  makes  it  clear 
that  the  current  parity  index,  which  includes  the  cost  of  farm  labor,  in¬ 
terest,  and  taxes,  will  be  used  in  making  parity  computations.  Section  2 
is  also  a  clarifying  committee  amendment  making  it  clear  that  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  will  apply  also  to  the  fire-cured,  dark  aDr-cured,  and  Virginia 
sun-cured  tobacco." 

7.  APPROPRIATION#.  The  Appropriations  Committee  was  allowed  until  midnigh' 

May  8,  to  file  a  report  on  the  independent  offices  appropriations  bill 
1960.  p./6947 


3.  TERRITORIES.  Both  houses  received  from  the  Comptroller  General  "a  report  on 
the  review  of  selected  activities  of  the  government  of  the  Virgin  Islands, 
fiscal  year  1958."  pp.  6821,  6971 


-  4  - 


7. \)S1 


19.  'ftlSTAL  RATES.  Received  from  the  Postmaster  General  a  proposed  bill  "to  adjust 
ptostal  rates  of  certain  first-class  mail  and  airmail1';  to  the  Post  Off ic^ and 
Civil  Service  Committee.  p.  6972 

20.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  stated  that  the  independent  offices  appro¬ 
priations  bill  would  be  taken  up  on  Monday,  May  18,  and  that  if  a  rt/le  is  re¬ 
ported  ohjL  the  housing  bill,  it  would  be  programed  next  week.  p.  6^44 

21.  ADJOURNED  ut^il  Mon.,  May  11,  1959.  p.  6971 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

22.  RECLAMATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Young,  N.  Dak. ,  /Commending  Interior 

Dept,  s  vast  and  \f ar-reaching  operations  which  have  beenr  conducted  in  such 
an  admirable  way  .  and  inserting  an  article  favoring/the  appointment  of 
Mr.  Floyd  Dominy  to  \e  U.  S.  Commissioner  on  Reclamation,  pp.  A3823-4 

23.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension\of  remarks  of  Sen.  Jordan  Lr{serting  an  editorial, 

Farm  Support:  Without  Comes  Anarchy,"  and  stating  that  it  gives  "an  ex¬ 

cellent  account  of  the  impxnrtance  of  price  supports  to  not  only  agriculture,  / 
but  the  Nation's  entire  economy."  pp.  A3828-9  / 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Jordan  stating7 that  "...  North  Carolina  has 
pointed  the  way  toward  an  economic  revolution  in  the  South  to  bring  about  a 
better  balance  between  industry  \and  agriculture  and  inserting  a  Time 

magazine  article  on  this  subjectX  pp.  A3838-9 

Rep.  Hiestand  inserted  the  results  of/an  opinion  poll,  including  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  price  support  programs\  n/  A3841 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Johnson,  Wis.,  stating  that  in  checking  over 
a  list  of  the  groups  which  the  SecrejtJarw  has  addressed,  "I  am  inclined  to 
think  maybe  his  title  ought  to  be  Secretary  of  Processors  instead  of  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,"  and  inserting  a  Nat'l  FaWers  Union  magazine  article, 

"Benson  Shuns  Farmers,  Talks  To  Processors'  pp.  A3871-2 

24.  CONSERVATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Withrow  commending  Soil  Conserva¬ 

tion  Service  programs  in  Wisconsin  and  inserting  a  statement  on  this  subject, 
pp.  A3833-5  7  ^ 

25.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Evij/s  inserted  his  statement  reorganization  and  Opera¬ 

tion  of  the  Small  Business  Administration."  pp.  A3849-50 

26.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep/  Nelsen  inserted  an  article,  "Stopping  the  'Anti-Benson' 

Bill."  p.  A3850  /  \ 

Extension  of  refoarks  of  Rep.  Brademas  criticizing  the  vkto  of  the  REA  loan 
approval  bill.  /.  A3864  \ 

EdpaT1u /  of/remarks  of  Rep.  Wolf  expressing  his  approvalNof  the  veto  of 
the  REA  bill./pp,  A3869-70 

°f  rernarks  of  ReP*  Dorn  stating  that  "our  American  tobacco 
tarmers  will  be  hornswoggled  and  gypped  out  of  their  tobacco  acreage  just  as 

cernina^C0r0?  fa™erS  of  the  Southeast,"  and  inserting  a  US9A  statement  con- 
erning/u.  b.  imports  of  unmanufactured  tobacco,  pp.  A3854-5 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

?•  j872,  by  Se"-  HumPhrey.  to  amend  the  Historic  Sites  Act  of  \ 

/  ®  '  l9l5’  C°  provlde  a  method  for  preserving  sites,  areas,  buildings) 

and  objects  of  nationa,  regional  or  local  historical  significance  uhich  are 


86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 

1st  Session  j  j  No.  329 


AMENDING  SECTION  101(c)  OF  THE  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 
AND  THE  ACT  OF  JULY  28,  1945,  TO  STABILIZE  AND  PROTECT 
THE  LEVEL  OF  SUPPORT  FOR  TOBACCO 


May  5,  1959. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  5058] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  5058)  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  to 
stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend 
that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  bill  and  substitute  the 
following: 

Section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  deleting  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  and  adding  a  colon  and  the  following:  “Provided,  That  for  any 
kind  of  tobacco  (other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder  types  51  and  52) 
for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect  for  the  1958  crop,  the  level  of  support 
computed  in  dollars  and  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such  tobacco  for  which 
marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of  support  computed  in 
dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958  crop  until  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the.  Agricultural  Act  of  1948  exceeds 
the  level  of  support  applicable  to  the  1958  crop  or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  whereupon  the  level  of  support  for  such  subsequent  crop  and  each  crop 
thereafter  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the 
marketing  year  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1948,  or  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  whichever  computation  results  in  the  lower  level  of  support: 
and  provided  further,  That  in  computing  parity  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the 
enactment  of' the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  the  parity  index  as  defined  in  section 
301(a)(1)(C)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be 
used  except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period  January  1910  to  December  1914,  inclusive, 
the  base  period  applicable  to  the  kind  of  tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1948  shall  be  used.” 


34006 


2  STABILIZE  AND  PROTECT  THE  LEVEL  OF  SUPPORT  FOR  TOBACCO 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  as  amended  (59  Stat.  506;  7  U.S.C. 
1312  note)  is  amended  by  deleting  the  proviso  at  the  end  thereof  and  substituting 
therefor  a  new  proviso  reading  as  follows:  “Provided,  That  beginning  with  the 
1959  crop,  the  level  of  support  for  each  such  kind  of  tobacco  shall  not  exceed  a  max¬ 
imum  level  of  support  determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  provisos  in  Section 
101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 

Amend  the  title  to  read: 

A  bill  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  Act  of 
July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  prevent  the  operations  of  the  present 
parity  formula  from  pushing  the  support  prices  of  tobacco  beyond 
limits  which  tobacco  producers,  warehousemen,  and  exporters  believe 
to  be  reasonable  at  present  general  price  levels.  The  effect  of  the  bill 
will  be  to  prevent  any  further  increase  in  the  level  of  support  for 
tobacco  until  the  necessity  for  such  an  increase  is  indicated  by  a  ( 
substantial  further  increase  in  the  parity  index— the  measure  of  prices 
paid  by  farmers  including  wages,  interest,  and  taxes.  It  is  estimated 
that  it  will  be  from  3  to  5  years  (depending  on  the  increase  in  general 
price  levels)  before  this  index  catches  up  with  the  present  support  price 

of  tobacco.  . 

Prior  to  1950,  the  parity  price  of  all  agricultural  commodities  was 
computed  by  multiplying  the  base  price  of  each  commodity  (estab¬ 
lished  at  some  previously  normal  period)  by  an  index  number  called 
the  parity  index  reflecting  the  increase  since  that  base  period  in  the 
price  of  things  farmers  buy.  The  effect  of  this  computation  was  to 
establish  a  parity  price  for  each  commodity  designed  to  give  a  unit  of 
that  commodity  the  same  relative  purchasing  power  it  had  in  the  base 

period.  .  .  . 

In  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948  (with  some  modifications  in  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949)  Congress  adopted  a  new  parity  formula 
which  basically  did  two  things:  (1)  it  substituted  a  price  based  on  the 
most  recent  10-year  average  of  prices  received  for  each  agricultural 
commodity  for  the  previously  fixed  price  base  period  provided;  and, 

(2)  it  added  a  totally  new  intercommodity  relationship  factor  in  that 
it  provided  that  the  parity  index  should  be  applied  to  agricultural  ( 
prices  as  a  whole  to  determine  the  parity  price  for  all  agricultural 
commodities,  but  that  the  parity  level  of  each  individual  commodity 
relative  to  all  commodities  would  reflect  the  relative  position  of  each 
commodity  to  the  total  on  the  basis  of  the  most  recent  10-year  market 
average  for  each  commodity  in  relation  to  the  10-year  market  average 
for  all  commodities. 

Connecticut  Valley  binder  types  51  and  52  are  excluded  from  the 
bill.  The  whole  pattern  of  usage  for  these  two  kinds  of  tobacco  has 
been  sharply  changed  as  the  result  of  the  development  of  processed 
binders.  Pursuant  to  a  provision  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948, 
growers  in  1958  requested  the  Secretary  to  review  the  parity  level 
for  these  types  of  tobacco.  Pursuant  to  this  review,  the  Secretary 
determined  that  the  parity  level  for  these  two  kinds  of  tobacco  was 
substantially  out  of  line,  and  a  new  and  significantly  lower  parity 
was  established  for  them. 
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ALTERNATIVE  PARITY 

At  the  time  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  was  under  consideration, 
Congress  recognized  that  the  new  parity  formula  provided  in  the 
1948  act  was  going  to  result  in  serious  inequities,  in  spite  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  for  transitional  parity  (a  gradual  shift  from  the  old  to  the  new 
formula)  which  the  1948  act  contained.  In  order  that  the  inequities 
arising  from  the  shift  to  the  new  parity  formula  might  be  further 
softened,  therefore,  Congress  provided  with  respect  to  the  basic  com¬ 
modities  that  parity  should  be  computed  on  an  alternative  basis  and 
that  for  4  years  after  January  1,  1950  (later  extended  to  6  years), 
the  parity  price  for  the  basic  commodities  should  be  established  by 
using  either  the  old  or  the  new  parity  formula,  whichever  resulted  in 
the  higher  figure. 

The  very  real  fear  then  was  that  the  new  parity  formula  might 
operate  so  as  to  give  an  unreasonably  low  parity  figure  for  some  of 
)  the  basic  commodities.  It  is  obvious  now,  2  years  after  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  alternative  parity  provision  in  the  1949  act,  that  the  new 
parity  formula  can  also  operate  to  give  an  unreasonably  high  parity 
figure  to  certain  commodities. 

The  effect  of  this  bill,  therefore,  is  to  reinstate  “alternative  parity" 
in  the  case  of  tobacco  but  with  the  reverse  stipulation,  that  under 
certain  circumstances  the  parity  price  for  tobacco  shall  be  the  lower 
of  the  figures  arrived  at  by  using  either  the  old  or  the  new  parity 
formula. 

PRICE  DISTORTIONS  UNDER  NEW  FORMULA 

The  price  distortions  which  are  beginning  to  appear  as  the  result  of 
application  of  the  new  parity  formula  suggests  that  a  review  of  the 
formula  may  be  needed.  (See  S.  Doc.  No.  18,  dated  Feb.  1,  1957,  for 
last  review  of  the  parity  formula).  Whatever  its  ultimate  effect  may 
be  on  other  commodities,  it  is  clear  that  its  operation  is  likely  to 
push  up  the  price  of  tobacco  unreasonably.  This  situation  results 
from  the  operation  of  the  formula  itself. 

Under  the  new  parity  formula  when  the  10-year  average  price  of 
some  agricultural  commodities  goes  down,  the  parity  price  of  those 
\  commodities  will  fall  proportionately  but,  since  the  aggregate  level 
;  of  parity  for  all  farm  prices  must  be  retained  at  the  level  indicated  by 
application  of  the  parity  index,  the  parity  price  of  other  farm  com¬ 
modities  must  be  pushed  up  proportionately  in  order  to  average  out 
at  the  stipulated  parity  level.  Thus,  the  parity  price  of  those  farm 
commodities  which  have  enjoyed  a  relatively  higher  level  of  prices 
during  the  last  10  years  will  be  pushed  up  by  application  of  the  formula. 

In  the  case  of  Flue-cured  tobacco,  for  example,  application  of  the 
parity  index  to  the  base  price  would  give  a  parity  price  in  February 
1959  of  54.5  cents  per  pound  whereas  the  application  of  the  new 
parity  formula  results  in  a  parity  price  at  that  date  of  61.5  cents  per 
pound.  In  the  case  of  burley  tobacco,  the  increase  is  even  more 
apparent.  Under  the  straight  parity  index  formula,  the  parity  price 
in  February  would  have  been  52.8  cents  per  pound,  whereas  the 
parity  price  using  the  adjustment  of  the  10-year  market  average  is 
63.6  cents  per  pound. 
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The  following  table  shows  the  effect  of  the  new  parity  formula  on 
six  of  the  major  commodities. 


Wheat..- _ 

Corn. . . . 

Hors.. _ _ 

Peanuts _ 

Flue-cured  tobacco. 
Burley  tobacco . 


dollars.. 

...do _ 

...do _ 

..cents.. 

...do _ 

...do _ 


December 


December 


1956 


1958 


2.46 

1.79 

21.60 

13.4 

54.9 

53.8 


2.  44 
1.76 
22.30 

13.2 

61.3 
62.2 


HEARINGS 


Numerous  hearings  have  been  held  by  the  committee  on  this  bill 
and  at  these  hearings  all  segments  of  the  tobacco  industry — the  grow¬ 
ers,  warehousemen,  and  tobacco  dealers  and  exporters — appeared 
unanimously  in  favor  of  the  bill. 

The  growers  were  represented  at  the  hearings  by  the  tobacco- 
grower  organizations,  by  State  farm  bureau  officials  of  the  major 
tobacco  producing  States,  State  and  National  Grange  officials,  and 
State  and  National  Farmers  Union  representatives. 

There  was  unanimous  agreement  among  these  groups,  represent¬ 
ing  18  separate  organizations  from  the  tobacco-growing  areas  and 
the  tobacco  industry,  that  further  increase  at  this  time  in  the  sup¬ 
port  level  might  adversely  affect  tobacco  exports  and  might  jeopar¬ 
dize  the  20-year  record  set  by  the  tobacco  program  of  operating  a 
successful  production  control  and  self-supporting  price  support 
program. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 


As  introduced,  the  bill  would  have  retained  the  lower  of  the  1958 
level  of  supports  or  modernized  parity  until  the  level  based  on  old 
parity  exceeded  the  1958  level.  Thereafter,  supports  would  have 
been  related  solely  to  old  parity.  Under  the  committee  amendment, 
after  such  time  as  the  support  level  based  on  old  parity  exceeds  the 
1958  level,  parity  will  be  computed  under  both  methods,  and  the 
support  level  will  be  90  percent  of  the  lower  of  the  two  levels. 

The  amendment  starting  with  the  words  “Provided  further”  makes 
it  clear  that  the  current  parity  index,  which  includes  the  cost  of 
farm  labor,  interest,  and  taxes,  will  be  used  in  making  parity  com¬ 
putations.  Section  2  is  also  a  clarifying  committee  amendment, 
making  it  clear  that  the  provisions  of  the  bill  will  apply  also  to  the 
fire-cured,  dark  air-cured,  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobacco. 


DEPARTMENTAL  REPORT 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  10,  1959. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for 
a  report  on  H.U.  5058,  a  bill  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  support  level  for  tobacco. 

This  bill  provides  that  the  level  of  price  support  for  tobacco  shall 
not  exceed  the  1958  crop  support  level  until  such  time  as  90  percent 
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of  parity  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1948  exceeds  the  1958  crop  support  level,  and  that 
thereafter  the  support  level  shall  be  90  percent  of  parity  computed 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1948.  The  bill  excepts  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder  types  51  and 
52  for  which  parity  was  recently  redetermined  under  section 
301(a)(1)(F)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  also  excludes  those  kinds  of  tobacco  for  which  marketing  quotas 
were  not  in  effect  in  1958,  namely,  Pennsylvania  filler  type  41  and 
Puerto  Kican  filler  type  46. 

We  estimate  that  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  would  have  to 
increase  8  percent  for  burley  and  13  percent  for  Flue-cured — our 
major  export  tobacco — before  the  old  parity  provision  would  go  into 
effect  and  the  freeze  removed.  The  extent  of  the  increase  required 
on  the  various  types  of  tobaccos  is  shown  in  the  attached  table. 

The  Department  is  convinced  that  the  United  States  can  produce 
competitively  a  quality  of  tobacco  which  cannot  be  duplicated  any¬ 
where  else  in  the  world,  and  that  we  should  sincerely  try  to  find  some 
way  to  let  our  farmers  produce  it.  Tobacco  farmers  have,  under  the 
present  rigid  program,  been  sacrificing  their  longtime  best  interests 
for  possible  temporary  gains.  At  a  time  when  world  consumption  of 
tobacco  is  increasing  at  the  rate  of  5  percent  a  year,  our  exports  have 
been  decreasing  relatively  at  a  rapid  rate.  Although  it  is  generally 
recognized  that  the  economy  of  the  tobacco  grower  in  many  types  of 
tobacco  is  heavily  dependent  upon  exports,  we  continue  to  follow  a 
course  that  is  continuous^  shrinking  our  share  of  the  world  market. 

We  believe  that  the  present  price  support  program  with  its  built-in 
system  of  constantly  increasing  support  prices  will,  over  the  next  10 
years  cause  us  to  lose  most  of  our  commercial  export  markets  and  force 
the  domestic  industry  to  100  percent  utilization  of  the  tobacco  leaf. 
While  the  proposed  bill  will  eliminate  or  at  least  minimize  the  sub¬ 
stantial  increases  in  the  support  levels  which  otherwise  will  occur  in 
the  next  few  years  under  the  present  support  system,  we  believe  that 
the  use  of  any  measuring  device  for  price  support  purposes  which 
fails  to  take  into  account  present  day  production  technology,  is  most 
unwise.  Unfortunately,  both  old  parity  and  modernized  parity  rely 
heavily  on  price  relationships  which  existed  when  farming  was  almost 
entirely  a  mule-and-plow,  and  a  man-and-hoe,  operation. 

The  Department  feels  that  the  tobacco  program  should  be  modified 
on  a  positive  basis  designed  to  achieve  increased  disappearance  of 
U.S.  tobacco  with  a  corresponding  opportunity  for  increased  produc¬ 
tion  and  higher  allotments.  A  proposal  for  a  positive  modification  of 
the  tobacco  program  \yas  outlined  in  a  memorandum  dated  January  19, 
1959,  from  the  Department  to  the  President,  as  follows: 

“Farmers  who  grow  tobacco  have  been  losing  markets  at  home  and 
abroad.  As  prices  of  U.S.  tobacco  increase,  foreign  buyers  change 
their  blends  and  turn  to  other  sources  of  supply.  They  may  never  be 
induced  to  return  to  our  markets.  The  present  old  laws  result  in  price 
supports  at  continually  rising  levels.  Acreages  at  home  have  been 
severly  cut  to  low  levels  while  acreage  and  production  expand  abroad. 

“Legislation  should  be  enacted  to  relate  the  support  price  to  the 
market  average  or,  if  the  parity  formula  as  a  basis  for  price  supports  is 
continued  in  use,  to  provide  wide  discretion  in  the  level  of  supports. 
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“In  addition,  modifications  of  the  control  program  may  be  in 
order.  Tobacco  growers  have  widely  discussed  the  desirability  or 
modifying  the  present  control  system.  Their  ideas  of  providing  either 
a  poundage  quota  or  a  poundage-acreage  control  have  merit.” 

This  bill  fails  to  go  far  enough  in  correcting  this  situation  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1.  It  would  freeze  price  supports  for  tobacco  at  current  high  levels, 
thus  hampering  efforts  to  expand  markets  and  to  curtail  foreign  pro¬ 
duction.  Instead  of  such  a  freeze  we  need  more  discretion  in  setting 
the  support  level  so  that  we  can  regain  markets  rigid  supports  have 
lost  for  tobacco. 

2.  It  would  put  back  into  use  a  formula  which  previously  was  dis¬ 
carded  by  Congress  because  it  resulted  in  unrealistic  parity  prices. 
Under  the  old  formula  parity  price  for  tobacco  is  based  on  the  level  of 
prices  in  1934-38  for  Flue-cured  and  Burley,  1936-40  for  Maryland, 
and  1919-28  for  other  tobaccos,  modified  to  the  extent  that  prices  paid 
by  farmers  have  changed.  Use  of  this  base  period  some  20  to  30  years 
ago  fails  to  recognize  the  changes  which  have  occurred  in  farm  tech¬ 
nology  since  then,  and  the  changes  in  intercommodity  relationships. 
It  was  these  shortcomings  which  led  Congress  to  adopt  a  modernized 
parity  which  takes  into  consideration  price  relationship  in  a  recent 
10-year  period. 

3.  It  would  result  in  a  dual  standard  of  parity  prices.  Old  parity 
would  be  used  for  tobacco  whereas  new  parity  would  be  used  for 
other  commodities.  If  we  are  to  use  parity  price  as  a  standard  for  price 
support,  we  should  use  the  same  formula  for  all  commodities. 

4.  It  would  continue  to  place  tobacco  growers  at  an  advantage  over 
producers  of  other  crops.  Currently  tobacco  is  the  only  price  support 
commodity  where  the  Secretary  has  no  discretion  in  setting  support 
levels.  This  level  is  and  has  been  higher  in  terms  of  percent  of  parity 
than  it  has  been  for  other  crops  where  even  under  present  law  some 
discretion  is  permitted. 

This  bill,  H.R.  5058,  reflects  a  recognition  of  the  soundness  of  the 
administration’s  position  that  the  present  program  is  destroying 
markets  rather  than  building  them. 

This  bill,  H.R.  5058,  reflects  a  recognition  that  the  present  law  can 
only  result  in  decreased  allotments. 

This  proposal  is  superior  to  the  present  legislation  in  that  it  pre¬ 
vents  further  price-support  increases  for  some  time.  However,  the 
Department  feels  that  the  bill  is  not  adequate  and  the  administration’s 
tobacco  program  outlined  above  is  far  better. 

H.R.  5058  would  have  the  tendency  to  lower  the  amount  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  funds  which  would,  otherwise  be  invested 
in  the  tobacco  price-support  program.  It  would  effect  no  change  in 
administrative  expenses. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


E.  T.  Benson,  Secretary. 
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Increase  in  old  'parity  for  tobacco  required  before  90  percent  of  parity  becomes  effective 

support  level  under  H.R.  .5058 


Tobacco  types 

1958  sup¬ 
port  level 
(per  pound) 

90  percent  of 
old  parity 
Feb.  15,  1959 
(per  pound) 

Increase  re¬ 
quired  in  old 
parity  before 

90  percent  of  old 
parity  becomes 
effective  sup¬ 
port  level 

$0,546 

.554 

.508 

.345 

.345 

$0,507 

.491 

.509 

.188 

.252 

Percent 

7.7 

12.8 

Burley  (31) '  ... _ _ _ 

83.5 

36.9 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 

TITLE  I— BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  called  the 
“Secretary”)  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  available  through 
loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations,  price  support  to  cooperators 
for  any  crop  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  if  producers  have 
not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  such  crop,  at  a  level  not  in 
excess  of  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of  the  commodity  nor  less 
than  the  level  provided  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  as  follows: 

(a)  For  tobacco  (except  as  otherwise  provided  herein),  corn,  and 
wheat,  if  the  supply  percentage  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 
year  is: 

The  level  of  support  shall 
be  not  less  than  the 
following  percentage  of 
the  parity  price: 


Not  more  than  102 _  90 

More  than  102  but  not  more  than  104 _  89 

More  than  104  but  not  more  than  106 _  88 

More  than  106  but  not  more  than  108 _  87 

More  than  108  but  not  more  than  110 _  86 

More  than  110  but  not  more  than  112 _  85 

More  than  112  but  not  more  than  114 _  84 

More  than  114  but  not  more  than  116 _  83 

More  than  116  but  not  more  than  118 _  82 

More  than  118  but  not  more  than  120 _  81 

More  than  120  but  not  more  than  122 _  80 

More  than  122  but  not  more  than  124 _  79 

More  than  124  but  not  more  than  126 _  78 

More  than  126  but  not  more  than  128 _ 77 

More  than  128  but  not  more  than  130 _  76 

More  than  130 _  75 


For  rice  of  the  1959  and  1960  crops,  the  level  of  support  shall  be 
not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price.  For  rice  of  the  1961 
crop  the  level  of  support  shall  be  not  less  than  70  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price.  For  the  1962  and  subsequent  crops  of  rice  the  level 
of  support  shall  not  less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price. 
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(b)  For  cotton  and  peanuts,  if  the  supply  percentage  as  of  the 
beginning  of  the  marketing  year  is  : 

The  level  of  support  shall 
be  not  less  than  the 
following  percentage  of 
the  parity  price: 


Not  more  than  108 _  90 

More  than  108  but  not  more  than  110 _  89 

More  than  110  but  not  more  than  112 _  88 

More  than  112  but  not  more  than  114 _ 87 

More  than  114  but  not  more  than  116 _  86 

More  than  116  but  not  more  than  118 _  85 

More  than  118  but  not  more  than  120 _ ’ _  84 

More  than  120  but  not  more  than  122 _  83 

More  than  122  but  not  more  than  124 _  82 

More  than  124  but  not  more  than  125 _  81 

More  than  125  but  not  more  than  126 _  80 

More  than  126  but  not  more  than  127 _  79 

More  than  127  but  not  more  than  128 _  78 

More  than  128  but  not  more  than  129 _  77 

More  than  129  but  not  more  than  130 _  76 

More  than  130 _  75 


(c)  For  tobacco,  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  the  level  of  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price:  Provided,  That,  for  any 
kind  of  tobacco  ( other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder  types  51  and 
52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect  for  the  1958  crop,  the  level 
of  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of 
such  tobacco  for  which  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the 
level  of  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958 
crop  until  90  per  centum  of  parity  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 
year  for  such  subsequent  crop  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  19f8  exceeds  the  level  of  support 
applicable  to  the  1958  crop,  whereupon  the  level  of  support  for  such 
subsequent  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  computed  in  the 
manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section — 

(1)  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for 

such  crop,  the  level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  90  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  for  the  1950  crop  of  any  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  for  which  marketing  quotas  or  acreage  allot-^ 
ments  are  in  effect;  \ 

(2)  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for 
such  crop,  the  level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  not  less 
than  80  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for  the  1951  crop  of  any 
basic  agricultural  commodity  for  which  marketing  quotas  or 
acreage  allotments  are  in  effect; 

(3)  the  level  of  price  support  to  cooperators  for  any  crop  of 
a  basic  agricultural  commodity,  except  tobacco,  for  which  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers  shall  be  50  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  of  such  commodity;  and  no  price  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  made  available  for  any  crop  of  tobacco  for  which 
marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers; 

(4)  repealed. 

(5)  price  support  may  be  made  available  to  noncooperators  at 
such  levels,  not  in  excess  of  the  level  of  price  support  to  coopera¬ 
tors,  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  facilitate  the  effective  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  program. 
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(6)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  and  section  402,  the 
level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  not  more  than  90  per 
centum  and  not  less  than  82 %  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for 
the  1955  crop  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  with  respect 
to  which  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas; 
within  such  limits,  the  minimum  level  of  support  shall  be  fixed 
as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section. 

(7)  Where  a  State  is  designated  under  section  335(e)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  as  outside  the 
commercial  wheat-producing  area  for  any  crop  of  wheat,  the 
level  of  price  support  for  wheat  to  cooperators  in  such  State  for 
such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  75  per  centum  of  the  level  of  price 
support  to  cooperators  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area. 

(e)  Notwithstanding  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  section  2 
of  the  Act  of  July  28,  1945  (59  Stat.  506)  shall  continue  in  effect. 

(f)  The  provisions  of  this  Act  relating  to  price  support  for  cotton 
tahall  apply  severally  to  (1)  American  upland  cotton  and  (2)  extra 
long  staple  cotton  described  in  subsection  (a)  and  ginned  as  required 
by  subsection  (e)  of  section  347  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  except  that,  notwithstanding  any  of  the  fore¬ 
going  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act,  the  level  of  support  to 
cooperators  for  the  1957  and  each  subsequent  crop  of  extra  long 
staple  cotton,  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas 
therefor,  shall  not  exceed  the  same  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as 
for  the  1956  crop  and  shall  be  determined  after  consideration  of  the 
factors  specified  in  section  401(b)  and  the  price  levels  for  similar 
qualities  of  cotton  produced  outside  the  United  States:  Provided, 
That  such  level  of  price  support  shall  be  not  less  than  60  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price.  Disapproval  by  producers  of  the  quota  pro¬ 
claimed  under  such  section  347  shall  place  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  section  101(d)(3)  of  this  Act  with  respect  to  the  extra  long  staple 
cotton  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  such  section  347.  Nothing  con¬ 
tained  herein  shall  affect  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  under  section 
402  to  make  support  available  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  such  section  402. 
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H.  R.  5058 

[Report  No.  329] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  26, 1959 

Mr.  Jennings  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

May  5, 1959 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  to 
stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  -That  section  101  (c)-  of  the  Agricultural  Aet  of  -1949  is 

4  amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  adding 

5  a  colon  and  the  following-;  -Provided-,  That  for  any  kind  of 

6  tobacco  -(other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  hinder  types 

7  94  and  93}-  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect  for 

8  the  1958  erep?  the  level  of  support  computed  in  dollars  and 

9  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  sneh  tobacco  for  which 

10  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  eseeed  the  level  of 

11  support  computed  in  dollars  and  eents  applicable  to  the 
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4958  eeep  until  90  pee  centum  el  paelty  as  el  tbe  beginning 

nl  ||i  n  iv>n  p|.T  i\i ii  t  q»  \7/>e  v  ii  u*  oiieli  eTV\T~> 

tTT  Till  I  Hi  *  I  1\T  t  Tit  y  tm  Tv7 1  frttCTT  nttl^v^Vv  nt\  it  (  vTTm 

in  tbe  manner  used  peiee  te  One  enactment  el  tbe 
Act  el  -1048  exceeds  tbe  level  el  suppoet  applicable  te  Ibe 


1058  eeep^  wbcecupon  tbe  level  el  support  lee  sueb  subse¬ 
quent  eeep  and  eaeb  eeep  tberealtee  shall  be  00  pee  centum 
el  tbe  pa-eity  peiee  as  el  tbe  beginning  el  tbe  marketing  yeae 
m  tbe  niaimce  use4  peiee  te  tbe  enactment  el  tbe 
Act  el  4048." 

Section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  adding  a  colon 
and  the  following:  u  Provided,  That  for  any  hind  of  tobacco 


(other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder  types  51  and 
52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect  for  the  1958 
crop,  the  level  of  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  for 
each  subsequent  crop  of  such  tobacco  for  which  marketing 
quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of  support  com¬ 
puted  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958  crop  until 
90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the 
marketing  year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed  in  the  manner 
used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948 
exceeds  the  level  of  suqjport  applicable  to  the  1958  crop  or 
90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  computed  as  provided  in 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
rrhei  eupon  the  level  of  suppoi't  for  such  subsequent  crop  and 
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each  crop  thereafter  shall  he  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  computed 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1948,  or  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whichever  computa¬ 
tion  results  in  the  lower  level  of  support:  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  in  computing  parity  in  the  manner  used  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  the  parity 
index  as  defined,  in  section  301(a)  (1)  (C)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  he  used  ex¬ 
cept  that  in  lieu  of  the  period  January  1910  to  December 
1914,  inclusive,  the  base  period  applicable  to  the  kind  of 
tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1948  shall  be  used:' 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  as 
amended  (59  Stat.  506;  7  U.S.C.  1312  note),  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  proviso  at  the  end  thereof  and  substituting 
therefor  a  new  proviso  reading  as  follows:  “Provided,  That 
beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  the  level  of  support  for  each 
such  kind  of  tobacco  shall  not  exceed  a  maximum  level  of  sup¬ 
port  determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  provisos  in  section 
101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended." 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  amend  section 
101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  Act  of 
July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  support 
for  tobacco.” 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1901 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  11, 1959 

Mr.  Jordan  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and 
the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level 
of  support  for  tobacco. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is 

4  amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  add- 

5  ing  a  colon  and  the  following:  11  Provided,  That  for  any 

6  kind  of  tobacco  (other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder 

7  types  51  and  52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect 

8  for  the  1958  crop,  the  level  of  support  computed  in  dollars 

9  and  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such  tobacco  for  which 
10  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of 


I 


1  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958 

2  crop  until  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  begin- 

3  ning  of  the  marketing  year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed 

4  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 

5  Act  ol  1948  exceeds  the  level  of  support  applicable  to  the 

6  1958  crop  or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  computed  as 

7  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 

8  amended,  whereupon  the  level  of  support  for  such  subsequent 

9  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the 

10  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  com- 

11  putcd  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agri- 

12  cultural  Act  of  1948,  or  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agri- 

13  cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whichever 

14  computation  results  in  the  lower  level  of  support:  And  pro- 
lb  vided  further,  That  in  computing  parity  in  the  manner  used 
10  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  the 

17  parity  index  as  defined  in  section  301(a)  (1)  (0)  of  the 

18  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be 
10  used  except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period  January  1910  to  De- 

20  cember  1914,  inclusive,  the  base  period  applicable  to  the  kind 

21  of  tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act 

22  of  1948  shall  be  used.” 

'  I  ’*  /  j  f  M  !  4;  :  .  f  '  ,  '  *  (  f .  -  *  1 )  r  .  i'.  4  •  r/|  i 

23  Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  as 

24  amended  (59  Stat.  506;  7  U.S.C.  1312  note),  is  amended 

25  by  deleting  the  proviso  at  the  end  thereof  and  substituting 

© 


1  therefor  a  new  proviso  reading  as  follows:  “Provided,  That 

2  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  the  level  of  support  for 

3  each  such  kind  of  tobacco  shall  not  exceed  a  maximum  level 

4  of  support  determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  provisos 

5  in  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

6  amended.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  agricultural  appropriation  bill  Fri.,  May  15, 
Senate  committee  ordered  reported  wheat  and/tobacco  price  support  bills,  and  was 
granted  permission  until  Mon.,  May  18,  to  ireport  the  bills. 


HOUSE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  FOR  1960,  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 

this  bill  during  recess.  / 

Representatives  of  the  Department  agencies  have  been  advised  in  detail  of 
the  Committee’s  act ions/ on  the  estimates  for  the  Department.  Copies  of  the 
bill  and  committee  report  will  be  distributed  directly  tothe  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  the' Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  deceive  the 
material  at  the  s4me  time  this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not 
be  distributed  from  this  office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from 
the  agency  budget  offices  rather  than  from  this  office. 

At  the  enp  of  this  Digest  are  a  summary  comparison  of  the  Commit'fcee  actions 
with  the  1900  estimates  and  with  anticipated  funds  available  in  1959,\fSxcerpts 
ffromithj^r^iiirn’ittee  rcpor-fc  swil.1  be  quoted  in  tomorrow's  Digest.) 

2.  WHEAT,  yfhe  ’’Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  Committee  "Met  in  execu¬ 
tive  consideration  of  a  clean  bill  H,  R.  7118,  which  incorporates  the  provisions 
of  H/  R.  6737,  with  respect  to  price  supports  for  wheat  and  for  other  purpose^. 
Action  was  deferred  on  this  bill  until  Tuesday,  May  19,  when  the  committee  will. 

fain  meet  in  executive  session."  p.  D361 


-  2  - 
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\ 
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SENATE 


3.  WHEAT;  XTOBACCO.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Fen 

Committee  "ordered  favorably  reported  an  original  bill  providing  for/1960-61 
crops  or\wheat.  Price  supports  will  be  at  65  percent  of  parity  to  those  pro¬ 
ducers  planting  80  to  100  percent  of  their  acreage  allotments,  and/80  percent  ^ 

Panting  80  percent  or  less  of  their  acreage  jdlotments,^"^ 


committee  also  approved  S.  1901,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  so  as  to  stabil- 
ize  and  protect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco"  (p.  D359) .  At  the  request  of 
en.  u-llender  the  committee  was  granted  permission  until  6  p.  m.  Mon.,  May  18 
to  report  the  two  bills  (p.  7394) .  *  y  * 


4.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  \orse  urged  the  purchase  of  poultry  a/d  eggs  for  the  school 
lunch  program  and  enactment  of  a  food-stamp  plan  for  distribution  of  surSI^T- 
foods,  and  inserted  t*o  articles,  "Uncle  Sam  Has  Recovered  84  Cents  on  Each 

pe“  °n  Facm  Su\p°rts"  and  "Falling  Farm  PriZs  Stabilize  Cost  of  Liv- 
mg.  p.  /411  \  / 


5.  0NNEL.  Sen.  Carlson  inserted  an  address  by  Rdcco  C.  Siciliano,  Special 

ssistant  to  the  President  Sr  Personnel  Management,  "The  Challenge  of  Executi 
Leadership  m  Government,"  discussing  the  difficulty  of  recruiting,  the  more 

denc^rh V^°r/°r  Federal  ^fvice>  and  stating  that  "There  is  strong  evi- 

industrv^n  attra  tral  0o,;ernme'VOeS  »<* /ompete  on  equal  terms  with  private 
this  n  m  attracting  and  retaining  a  faii  share  of  the  ablest  leaders  that 
this  Nation  produces,"  pp.  7418-2CP 


uneasiness  with  the  f  ^  ld  dl®cussed)^e  foreign  aid  program,  stated  that  "The 
re!nit  f  ..  h  h  foreign  aid  progr£m\which  is  evident  in  Congress"  is  the 
result  of  uneasiness  over  the  administrative  decadence  with  which  foreign  aid 
is  now  surrounded"  and  that  he  is/^ersuaLd  that  time  is  running  o^t  on^oreigr 

p/' 7389-9™  Several  lt£m;/n  Siven  to  different  countries! 

aidTitTT^ve”^  7to-fnSfleld'S/aCement-  and  stated  "  foreign 


7‘  Tacit  "TdMf  amH^  in¥-d  hlS  neusletter  to  constituents,  "Why  We  have  A 
approach  to  the  ln  “ 


8‘  TeT«Lravori;8/s::^taorn?ocTy’thebr'  "Knty  Board  °£  supervis° 

governments  of  s„ms  .",;nt£of  S‘  910»  to  authorize  theXpayment  to  local 
tain  Federal  real/ property!  ^^7382  SP6Cial  assessmei\  respect  to  ce 


9.  ADJOURNED  until/Tues. ,  May  19.  p.  7421 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


10*  "of^taxei^o^the^econom^an^stressin^th^nee^for^a6!8  diSCUSsi^\  eff-ts 

pp.  A£095-6  g  cne  need  for  3  long-range  tax  pdlicy. 


11.  WATljtf  POLLUTION.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  „  ,  ,  A 

inson,  Rep.  Poage  and  himself  for  their  effort  5®“?““°“  c<ramendin8  SV 
carry  water  pollution  control  programs.  p  M09 7  Congres5  for 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate ' committee  reported:  wtfW  price  support  bill.  Tobacco  price 

support  bill.  House  committee  approved  wneatS  price  support  bill.  House  debated 
housing  bill.  Rep.  Broomfield  introduced  and  Nliscussed  farm  bill.  Rep.  Langen 
urged  full  parity  for  small  grain  farmers.  ReplCooley  urged  defeat  of  proposed 
amendment  to  USDA  appropriation  bill/limiting  CCO^loans.  Sen.  Murray  and  other 
oens, ,  and  Reps,  Anderson,  Mont,,  d  Burdick  introduced  and  Sen,  Murray  discussed 
bill  to  extend  FHA' s  authority  to/make  refinancing  Loans  and  emergency  loans. 

Sen.  Humphrey  introduced  and  discussed  wheat  price  support  bill. 


SENATE 

1.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  during  recess,  May  18, 

an  original  bili,  S.  1968,  to  modify  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
for  wheat  (S.  i(ept.  295).  p.  7513 

2.  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

S.  1901,  to  modify  price  support  requirements  for  tobacco  (S.  Rept.  297).  p. 
7518 

FOREIGN^  CURRENCIES.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.R. 
5674/  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  in c  uV  g 
/is ions  for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  received  under  PublicJiaw_48^ 
freign  military  housing  (S.  Rept.  296) .  p.  7518 


-  2  - 


PPROFRIATIONS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  ordered  report* 
the  full  committee  H.  R.  5805,  the  Treasury-Post  Office  appropriation  bill 
fot  I960,  p.  D369 


5.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  72,  to  authorize  Interior  to  construct 
the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  project  and  the  initial  stage  of  the  S^ri  Juan- 
Chama  project  as  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project, 
(pp.  7603\07)  Sens.  Williams,  Del.,  and  Lausche  opposed  passage  , of  the  bill, 
contending  that  this  new  acreage  would  increase  the  production  pr  agricultural 
commodities  already  in  surplus  supply.  (pp.  7605-07) 

Sen.  Moss  Repressed  satisfaction  over  the  initiation  of  construction  of  the 
Stanaker  Dam,  UXah,  and  stated  that  it  "will  provide  supplemental  irrigation 
for  about  14,700  \acres  of  productive  land  which  is  constantly  threatened  by 
water  shortages."  \p.  7556 


6.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.XGruening  urged  the  development  at  hydroelectric  power 
facilities  in  Alaska,  a^d  inserted  a  newspaper  editq*4al  discussing  the  matter 

P. 


7582 


7.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Cannon  inserted  a  Nev.  Legislature  resolution  opposing  enactme* 
of  legislation  to  establish  todlderness  preservation  areas,  p.  7515 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  Beltrami  Co. ,  Mintu,  Board  of  Commissioners  reso¬ 
lution  urging  favorable  consideration  of  the/ Secretary' s  recommendations  on  a 
program  for  the  development  of  top  national  forests,  p.  7517 


8.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Received  from  the  £>abo/  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938'\/to  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee. 
P.  7515 


I0USE 


9. 


SMALL  GRAINS.  Rep.  Langen  stated  that  farmers  are  "not  responsible  for  the 
surpluses  of  barley  and  oats'Vand  that  importV  of  barley  in  the  last  10  years 
are  greater  than  the  surpluses  in  that  period,  \diile  imports  of  oats  are 
"approximately  equal  to  the/  surplus  on  hand  today/'  and  urged  full  parity  for 
the  small  grain  farmers,  /p.  7677 


10.  AGRICULTURAL. APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Rep.  Cooley  urged  tke  defeat  of  a  proposed 
amendment  to  the  1960/agricultural  appropriation  bill  tp  restrict  to  $50,000 
CCC  loans  to  individual  producers,  stating  that  it  wou Ids "destroy  the  farm 
program."  p.  7679/  x 


li..  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  "approved  the  provisions  oKh.  R.  7118,  as 

amended,  concerning  price  supports  for  wheat,  and  directed  th\  chairman' to  in¬ 
troduce  a  clpan  bill  which  will  incorporate  the  language  of  H.  \.  7118  as 


12.  AJ"AS^A-  Interior  and  Insular  fiffairs  Committee  reported  withoutNamendment 

/  J/?’  5°  3mend  certain  laws  of  the  United  States  in  light  of  t&?  admis¬ 

sion  off  Alaska  into  the  Union  (H.  Rept.  369).  p.  7679 


OR^STRY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.\oO, 

/  ?«AQd-SeC*  2°^  °f  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 
9  9  to  extend  the  authority  of  the  Administrator  of  GSA  to  pay  ’direct  \ 

expenses  in  connection  with  the  utilization  of  excess  real  property  and  relate 
personalty  (H.  Rept.  368).  p.  7679  property  ana  relate 
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May  19,  1959. — ’Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Jordan,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
\  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 


[To  accompany  S.  1901] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  1901)  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  and  the  act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of 
support  for  tobacco,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with 
a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

GENERAL  RULE 

S.  1901  is  identical  to  H.R.  5058  as  amended  and  reported  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture.  It  provides  that  the  level  of  price 
support  in  dollars  and  cents  for  any  kind  of  tobacco  (subject  to  the 
exceptions  hereinafter  noted)  shall  not  exceed  that  established  for  the 
1958  crop  until  90  percent  of  parity  computed  as  provided  by  the  bill, 
\s  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  for  any  crop,  exceeds  the 
lower  of  (i)  the  1958  support  level  or  (ii)  90  percent  of  parity  com¬ 
puted  as  provided  by  existing  law.  Beginning  with  such  crop,  the 
support  level  will  be  fixed  at  90  percent  of  parity  computed  by  which¬ 
ever  of  the  two  methods  results  in  the  lower  price.  The  method  of 
computing  parity  provided  by  the  bill  is  generally  similar  to  that  used 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  using  the  base 
periods  specified  in  the  law  at  that  time  both  in  determining  the  base 
period  price  for  the  commodity  and  in  computing  the  parity  index. 
These  base  periods  were  August  1934  to  July  1939  for  burley  and 
flue-cured  tobacco  and  August  1919  to  July  1929  for  all  other  kinds 
of  tobacco.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1948  provided  for  use  of  an 
August  1936  to  July  1941  base  period  for  Maryland  tobacco  during 
1959,  but  the  base  period  for  Maryland  tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  that  act  was  August  1919  to  July  1929.  Except  for  the  change  in 
base  period,  the  parity  index  would  continue  to  be  computed  as  pro- 
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viicled  by  existing  law.  The  method  of  computing  parity  provided  by 
the  bill  would  be  applicable  only  for  the  purposes  of  the  bill.  The 
bill  would  not  make  any  change  in  the  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  of  tobacco  for  any  other  purpose. 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1948  modified  the  parity  formula  so  that  the 
parity  prices  of  the  various  agricultural  commodities  would  reflect  the 
price  relationships  between  such  commodities  during  the  immediately 
preceding  10  years.  The  effect  of  this  so-called  modernized  parity 
formula  has  been  to  increase  the  parity  price  of  tobacco.  For  instance, 
the  parity  price  for  flue-cured  tobacco  increased  from  54.9  cents  per 
pound  in  December  1956  to  61.3  cents  in  December  1958.  In  the 
same  period  the  parity  price  for  burley  tobacco  increased  from  53.8 
cents  per  pound  to  62.2  cents.  Tobacco  support  prices,  which  are 
fixed  at  90  percent  of  parity  when  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  have 
increased  correspondingly  and  the  industry  has  generally  agreed  that 
continuing  increases  would  not  be  in  the  interest  of  this  segment  of  our 
agricultural  economy.  Tobacco  producers,  warehousemen,  and  ex¬ 
porters  believe  present  general  price  levels  for  tobacco  are  reasonable 
and  therefore  your  committee  recommends  enactment  of  S.  1901. 
With  this  adjustment  tobacco  support  prices  will  continue  to  have  a 
stabilizing  effect  on  price  and  income  in  the  industry. 

EXCEPTIONS 

The  general  rule  just  described  would  not  be  applicable  to  kinds  of 
tobacco  which  were  not  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  1958,  namely 
Pennsylvania  filler  type  41  and  Puerto  Rican  filler  type  46.  It  also 
would  not  be  applicable  to  Connecticut  Valley  binder  types  51  and  52 
for  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  recently  provided  a  revised 
method  of  computing  parity  prices  under  the' authority  of  section 
301(a)(1)(F)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  That  sec¬ 
tion  provides  that  whenever  the  parity  price  of  a  commodity  is  seri¬ 
ously  out  of  line,  the  Secretary  shall  make  appropriate  revision  of  the 
method  of  computing  the  parity  price  for  such  commodity.  Last  year 
producers  requested  the  Secretary  to  review  the  parity  price  for  these 
types;  and  the  Secretary  subsequently  established  lower  parity  prices 
for  them.  The  general  rule  described  above  would  also  not  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  fire-cured,  dark  air-cured,  and  Virginia  sub-cured  tobaccos, 
except  for  the  purpose  of  imposing  an  upper  limit  on  support  prices  for 
those  kinds  of  tobacco.  Section  2  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  price- 
support  levels  for  fire-cured,  dark  air-cured,  and  Virginia  sun-cured 
tobaccos  shall  not  exceed  the  support  levels  determined  for  them  in  the 
manner  provided  by  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  bill.  Existing  law  provides  that 
these  kinds  of  tobacco  are  to  be  supported  at  specified  percentages  of 
the  burley  tobacco  loan  rate,  but  not  in  excess  of  a  maximum  rate 
equal  to  the  higher  of  the  1957  crop-support  level  or  90  percent  of 
parity.  The  law  would  continue  to  provide  that  they  be  supported 
on  the  basis  of  the  burley  loan  rate,  but  the  maximum  rate  provided 
by  the  bill  would  be  substituted  for  the  maximum  rate  provided  by 
existing  law.  In  the  foreseeable  future  it  appears  that  they  will  be 
supported  at  the  level  specified  in  the  bill.  They  are  currently  being 
supported  at  the  1957  level,  which  is  less  than  the  level  computed  on 
the  basis  of  the  burley  rate. 
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DEPARTMENTAL  REPORT 

The  attached  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  relates  to 
H.R.  5058,  as  it  was  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
While  the  House  committee  revised  the  bill,  its  purpose  as  originally 
introduced  was  the  same  as  that  of  S.  1901,  that  of  preventing  further 
increases  in  tobacco  support  prices.  A  report  on  S.  1901  has  not  been 
received  from  the  Department  as  yet. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  10,  1959. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  oj  Representatives . 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for 
a  report  on  H.R.  5058,  a  bill  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  support  level  for  tobacco. 

I  This  bill  provides  that  the  level  of  price  support  for  tobacco.  shall 
not  exceed  the  1958  crop  support  level  until  such  time  as  90  percent 
of  parity  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1948  exceeds  the  1958  crop  support  level,  and  that 
thereafter  the  support  level  shall  be  90  percent  of  parity  computed 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1948.  The  bill  excepts  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder  types  51 
and  52  for  which  parity  was  recently  redetermined  under  section 
301(a)(1)(F)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  also  excludes  those  kinds  of  tobacco  for  which  marketing  quotas 
were  not  in  effect  in  1958,  namely,  Pennsylvania  filler  type  41  and 
Puerto  Rican  filler  type  46. 

We  estimate  that  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  would  have  to 
increase  8  percent  for  burley  and  13  percent  for  Flue-cured — our 
major  export  tobacco — before  the  old  parity  provision  would  go  into 
effect  and  the  freeze  removed.  The  extent  of  the  increase  required 
on  the  various  types  of  tobaccos  is  shown  in  the  attached  table. 

The  Department  is  convinced  that  the  United  States  can  produce 
competitively  a  quality  of  tobacco  which  cannot  be  duplicated  any¬ 
where  else  in  the  world,  and  that  we  should  sincerely  try  to  find  some 
way  to  let  our  farmers  produce  it.  Tobacco  farmers  have,  under  the 
present  rigid  program,  been  sacrificing  their  longtime  best  interests 
for  possible  temporary  gains.  At  a  time  when  world  consumption  of 
tobacco  is  increasing  at  the  rate  of  5  percent  a  year,  our  exports  have 
been  decreasing  relatively  at  a  rapid  rate.  Although  it  is  generally 
recognized  that  the  economy  of  the  tobacco  grower  in  many  types  of 
tobacco  is  heavily  dependent  upon  exports,  we  continue  to  follow  a 
course  that  is  continuously  shrinking  our  share  of  the  world  market. 

We  believe  that  the  present  price  support  program  with  its  built-in 
system  of  constantly  increasing  support  prices  will,  over  the  next 
10  years  cause  us  to  lose  most  of  our  commercial  export  markets  and 
force  the  domestic  industry  to  100  percent  utilization  of  the  tobacco 
leaf.  While  the  proposed  bill  will  eliminate  or  at  least  minimize  the 
substantial  increases  in  the  support  levels  which  otherwise  will  occur 
in  the  next  few  years  under  the  present  support  system,  we  believe  that 
the  use  of  any'  measuring  device  for  price  support  purposes  which 
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fails  to  take  into  account  present  day  production  technology,  is  mosl 
unwise.  Unfortunately,  both  old  parity  and  modernized  parity  reh 
heavily  on  price  relationships  which  existed  when  farming  was  almosl 
entirely  a  mule-and-plow,  and  a  man-and-hoe,  operation. 

The  Department  feels  that  the  tobacco  program  should  be  modified 
on  a  positive  basis  designed  to  achieve  increased  disappearance  oi 
U.S.  tobacco  with  a  corresponding  opportunity  for  increased  produc¬ 
tion  and  higher  allotments.  A  proposal  for  a  positive  modification  of 
the  tobacco  program  was  outlined  in  a  memorandum  dated  January  19 
1959,  from  the  Department  to  the  President,  as  follows: 

“Farmers  who  grow  tobacco  have  been  losing  markets  at  home  and 
abroad.  As  prices  of  U.S.  tobacco  increase,  foreign  buyers  change 
their  blends  and  turn  to  other  sources  of  supply.  They  may  never  be 
induced  to  return  to  our  markets.  The  present  old  laws  result  in  price 
supports  at  continually  rising  levels.  Acreages  at  home  have  been 
severely  cut  to  low  levels  while  acreage  and  production  expand  abroad. 

Legislation  should  be  enacted  to  relate  the  support  price  to  the 
market  average  or,  if  the  parity  formula  as  a  basis  for  price  supports  is 
continued  in  use,  to  provide  wide  discretion  in  the  level  of  supports! 

In  addition,  modifications  of  the  control  program  may  be  in 
ord<T;  .  Tobacco  growers  have  widely  discussed  the  desirability  or 
modifying  the  present  control  system.  Their  ideas  of  providing  either 
a  P®u.nda;j»e  9u°ta  or  a  poundage-acreage  control  have  merit.” 

This  bill  fails  to  go  far  enough  in  correcting  this  situation  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1.  It  would  freeze  price  supports  for  tobacco  at  current  high  levels 
thus  hampering  efforts  to  expand  markets  and  to  curtail  foreign  pro¬ 
duction.  Instead  of  such  a  freeze  we  need  more  discretion  in  setting 
the  support  level  so  that  we  can  regain  markets  rigid  supports  have 
lost  for  tobacco. 


2  It  would  put  back  into  use  a  formula  which  previously  was  dis¬ 
carded  by  Congress  because  it  resulted  in  unrealistic  parity  prices 
Under  the  old  formula  parity  price  for  tobacco  is  based  on  the  level  of 
prices  m  1934-38  for  flue-cured  and  burley,  1936-40  for  Maryland, 
and  1919-28  for  other  tobaccos,  modified  to  the  extent  that  prices  paid 
by  farmers  have  changed.  Use  of  this  base  period  some  20  to  30  years 
ago  fails  to  recognize  the  changes  which  have  occurred  in  farm  tech¬ 
nology  since  then,  and  the  changes  in  intercommodity  relationships.. 
It  was  these  shortcomings  which  led  Congress  to  adopt  a  modernized' 
parity  which  takes  into  consideration  price  relationship)  in  a  recent 
10-year  period. 

T  It  would  result  in  a  dual  standard  of  parity  prices.  Old  paritv 
would  be  used  for  tobacco  whereas  new  parity  would  be  used  for 
other  commodities.  If  we  are  to  use  parity  price  as  a  standard  for 
price  support,  we  should  use  the  same  formula  for  all  commodities. 

4  It  would  continue  to  place  tobacco  growers  at  an  advantage  over 
produce!  s  of  o<  aer  crops.  Currently  tobacco  is  the  only  price-support 
commodity  where  the  Secretary  has  no  discretion  in  setting  support 
levels  1  Ins  level  is  and  has  been  higher  in  terms  of  percent  of  parity 
than  it  has  been  for  other  crops  where  even  under  present  law  some 
discretion  is  permitted. 

This  bill,  H.R.  5058,  reflects  a  recognition  of  the  soundness  of  the 
administration’s  position  that  the  present  program  is  destroying 
markets  rather  than  building  them.  J  & 
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This  bill,  H.R.  5058,  reflects  a  recognition  that  the  present  law  can 
only  result  in  decreased  allotments. 

This  proposal  is  superior  to  the  present  legislation  in  that  it  pre¬ 
vents  further  price-support  increases  for  some  time.  However,  the 
Department  feels  that  the  bill  is  not  adequate  and  the  administration’s 
tobacco  program  outlined  above  is  far  better. 

H.R.  5058  would  have  the  tendency  to  lower  the  amount  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  funds  which  would  otherwise  be  invested 
in  the  tobacco  price-support  program.  It  would  effect  no  change  in 
administrative  expenses. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

E.  T.  Benson,  Secretary. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 

TITLE  I— BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

Sec.  101.  *  *  * 

(c)  For  tobacco,  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  the  level  of  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price:  Provided,  That  for  any 
kind  of  tobacco  ( other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder  types  51  and 
52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  ejfect  for  the  1958  crop,  the  level 
of  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such 
tobacCo  for  which  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of 
support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958  crop  until 
90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the,  beginning  of  the  marketing  year 
for  a  subsequent  crop  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948  exceeds  the  level  of  support  applicable  to  the 
1958  crop  or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  computed  as  provided  in  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whereupon  the  level 
of  support  for  such  subsequent  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall  be  90 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year 
computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1948,  or  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1933,  as  amended,  whichever  computation  results  in  the  lower  level  of 
support:  And  provided  further,  That  in  computing  parity  in  the  manner 
used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  the  parity 
index  as  defined  in  section  301  (a)  ( 1 )  (C)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be  used  except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period 
January  1910  to  December  1914,  inclusive,  the  base  period  applicable  to 
the  kind  of  tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948 
shall  be  used. 
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ACT  OF  JULY  28,  1945 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  and  directed,  beginning  with  the  1945 
crop,  to  make  available  upon  any  crop  of  fire-cured,  dark  air-cured  and 
Virginia  sun-cured  tobacco,  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  market- 
ing  quotas  for  such  tobacco  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  with  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested,  loans  or  other  price 
support  at,  in  the  case  of  fire-cured  tobacco,  75  per  centum  of  the  loan 
rate  for  burley  tobacco  for  the  corresponding  crop  and,  in  the  case  of 
dark  air-cured  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobacco,  at  66%  per  centum  of 
such  burley  tobacco  loan  rate:  [ Provided ,  That,  beginning  with  the 

1958  crop,  the  levels  of  support  for  such  kinds  of  tobacco  shall  not 
exceed  the  higher  of  (a)  the  level  applicable  to  the  1957  crop  or  (b) 
90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price]  Provided,  That  beginning  with  the 

1959  crop,  the  level  of  support  for  each  such  kind  of  tobacco  shall  not 
exceed  a  maximum  level  of  support  determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the 
provisos  in  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  j 

PRIOR  LAW  WHICH  WOULD  BE  PARTIALLY  REACTIVATED 

BY  BILL 

Prior  to  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  the  term 
parity  was  defined  in  section  301(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  as  follows:  “  ‘Parity/  as  applied  to  prices 
foi  any  agricultural  commodity,  shall  be  that  price  for  the  commodity 
which  will  give  to  the  commodity  a  purchasing  power  with  respect  to 
articles  that  farmers  buy  equivalent  to  the  purchasing  power  of  such 
commodity  in  the  base  period;  and,  in  the  case  of  all  commodities  for 
which  the  base  period  is  the  period  August  1909  to  July  1914,  which 
will  also  reflect  current  interest  payments  per  acre  on  farm  indebted- 
ness  secured  by  real  estate,  tax  payments  per  acre  on  farm  real  estate, 
and  freight  rates,  as  contrasted  with  such  interest  payments,  tax 
payments,  and  freight  rates  during  the  base  period.  The  base  period 
m  case  of  all  agricultural  commodities  except  tobacco  shall  be  the 
period  August  1909  to  July  1914.  In  the  case  of  all  kinds  of  tobacco 
except  Burley  and  flue-cured  such  base  period  shall  be  the  period 
August  1919  to  July  1929,  and,  in  the  case  of  Burley  and  flue-cured  ( 
tobacco,  shall  be  the  period  August  1934  to  July  1939;  except  that  the 
August  1919— July  1929  base  period  shall  be  used  in  allocating  any 
funds  appropriated  prior  to  September  1,  1940.” 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  285 


S.  1901 

[Report  No.  297] 


IN  THE  SENATE  0E  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  11, 1959 

Mr.  Jordan  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Cooper)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which 
was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

May  19, 1959 

Reported  by  Mr.  Jordan,  without  amendment 


B  I  -l—^  1^3 


To  amend  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and 
the  Act  of  July  28,  1945;  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level 
of  support  for  tobacco. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is 

4  amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  add- 

5  ing  a  colon  and  the  following:  “Provided,  That  for  any 

6  kind  of  tobacco  (other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder 

7  types  51  and  52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect 

8  for  the  1958  crop,  the  level  of  support  computed  in  dollars 

9  and  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such  tobacco  for  which 
10  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of 


I 
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1  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958 

2  crop  until  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  begin- 

3  ning  of  the  marketing  year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed 

4  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 

5  Act  of  1948  exceeds  the  level  of  support  applicable  to  the 
G  1958  crop  or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  computed  as 

7  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 

8  amended,  whereupon  the  level  of  support  for  such  subsequent 

9  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the 

10  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  com- 

11  puted  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agri- 

12  cultural  Act  of  1948,  or  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agri- 

13  cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whichever 

14  computation  results  in  the  lower  level  of  support:  And  pro- 

15  vided  further ,  That  in  computing  parity  in  the  manner  used 

16  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  the 

17  parity  index  as  defined  in  section  301(a)  (1)  (C)  of  the 

18  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be 

19  used  except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period  January  1910  to  De- 

20  cember  1914,  inclusive,  the  base  period  applicable  to  the  kind 

21  of  tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act 

22  of  1948  shall  be  used.” 

23  Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  as 

24  amended  (59  Stat.  506;  7  U.S.C.  1312  note),  is  amended 

25  by  deleting  the  proviso  at  the  end  thereof  and  substituting 
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1  therefor  a  new  proviso  reading  as  follows:  “Provided,  That 

2  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  the  level  of  support  for 

3  each  such  kind  of  tobacco  shall  not  exceed  a  maximum  level 

4  of  support  determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  provisos 

5  in  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

6  amended.” 


w 

CD 

o 

cr 

CD 

Q- 


S'  ^ 
g  » 


p 

3 

a> 

a 

G- 

5 

<v 

a 


!? 

P 

P* 


CO 

Ol 

CO 


CD 

CD 

>*  P 
ora  P 
2.  P< 

S’ 

p  h* 

S  <t> 

p  # 

P  CD 

5  H 

CD  m 

g& 

*,  o 

o 

t-i  n- 
CD  p- 
CO  CD 

hf 

*< 


t? 


CO 

Ot 

CO 


<6 


o 

a 


w 


o 


> 

Z 

p 

P 

a. 


O 

o 

o 

3 

w 


CD 

<J 

CD 


Hs 


> 

9 

r 

r 


p 

•o 

o 


N5 

CO 


Co 

05 

on  w 

H  o 
020 
05  Z 

2  ^ 
o  W 
3  H 
so 

M 


|  CO 

?  • 


CO  £ 


CD 

B 

eu 

w 

■< 

Z 

o 

t\9 

oo 

cn 


■ 

:i  i 


J CONOR 

proce: 


:ssional 

BINGS 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Capehart  urged 
either  repeal  of  price  suppo#:  laws  or  increase  in  price  support  payments.  Senate 
^committee  appointed  subcommittee  to  investigate  CCC  operations.  Senate  to  con¬ 
sider  tobacco  price  support  bill  today.  Senate  passed  over  consideration  of  wheat 
price  support  bill.  Received  from  President  International  §ugarN Agreement. 

/  \ 


\ 

*  \ 
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SENATE 
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FARM  PROGRAM.  S^rh.  Capehart  submitted  and  discussed  amendments  Co  S.  1963,  to 
modify  price  supports  and  acreage  allotments  for  wheat.  He  stated  that  his 
amendments  Wuld  repeal  all  price  supports  on  farm  commodities  beginning  Jan.  1, 
1960,  would/ freeze  the  surplus  stockpile,  except  for  certain  purposes,  would 
permit  safe  from  the  stockpile  for  export,  for  the  school  lunch  program,  and 
for  grafts  to  feed  hungry  people,  and  would  permit  the  President  to  seliXin 
the  domestic  market  anything  from  the  stockpile  at  100  percent  of  parity. \ He 
state'a  that  "Either  we  must  repeal  the  price  support  laws,  which  my  amendment 
would  do,  or  we  must  go  back  to  90  to  100  percent  of  parity,  because  the  sysl 
which  we  are  operating  will  not  work,"  and  that  "We  cannot  continue  to 


It 


spend  $5  billion  a  year  on  price  supports,  or  $6%  billion  a  year  to  operat 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  when  all  that  is  being  accomplished  is  thj  ' 
building  up  of  further  surpluses,  without  doing  any  good  for  the  farmei 
Sen.  Humphrey  criticized  administration  farm  policies,  and  stated  thate^Sen. 
Capehart ."has  stated  for  us  quite  clearly  what  he  believes  to  be  the/attitude 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  administration."  Sen.  Capqftart  repli 
that  he  had  not  discussed  his  proposal  with  anyone,  pp.  7761-5 


2. 


CCC  INVESTIGATION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  appointed  a  special 
subcommittee  to  investigate  activities  and  operations  of  the  pbmmodity  Credit 
Corporation,  and.  all  activities  related  thereto.  Members  of/the  subcommittee 
are  Sens.  SymingtYm,  Chairman,  Humphrey,  Talmadge,  Proxmire',  Young,  N.  Dak., 
and  Williams,  Del.\  p.  D374 


3.  WHEAT.  Passed  over,  a\  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  1^68,  to  revise  price 
supports  and  acreage  allotments  for  wheat,  p.  7728 

The  committee  reportNon  the  bill  states  that  it  v6uld: 

"(1)  Provide  price  support  at  -- 

(i)  65  percent  oi?  parity  if  the  produced  elects  to  plant  his 
full  allotment, 

(ii)  80  percent  of Nparity  if  he  elects  to  plant  not  more  than 

80  percent  of  his  allotment;  / 

(2)  Impose  penalties  on  tnfe  actual  yie^a  of  the  excess  acres  (or 
double  the  normal  yield  if  the  actual  yieLfl  is  not  shown) ; 

(3)  Increase  the  marketing  penalty  yo  the  basic  support  rate  applicable 
to  those  who  elect  to  plant  their  rhll  y^llotment  (65  percent  of  pairty) ; 

(4)  Reduce  the  15-acre  exemptio\yto  12,  and  restrict  it  to  farms  which 
planted  wheat  in  1957,  1958,  or  1959/Tjnd  to  producers  who  produce  wheat  on 
only  one  farm; 

"(5)  Make  the  200-bushel  exemption  inapplicable; 

(6)  Prohibit  price  support  fA)  outside  the  commercial  area  and  (B)  if 
acreage  allotments  are  not  in  e/fect;  and 

(7)  Restrict  to  farms  complying  with  ttiteir  allotments  the  right  to 
withdraw  wheat  stored  from  a/previous  crop  to'Wvoid  penalty. 

The  bill  would  also  permanently  repeal  authority  to  support  prices  to  non- 
cooperators  for  wheat,  cotton,  rice,  peanuts,  orVobacco." 


( 


4.  TOBACCO.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  1901,  to  modify  price 
supports  for  tobacco.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  this  bill  will  be  taken 
up  Thurs.,  May  21.  pp.  7729,  7760-1 


5.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  approved  the  following 

Tpnnrshe  aPTr°Jef S;  Araerican  Fork-Dry  Creek,  Utah;  Big  Fnrk,  Iowa;  JenningSj 
Tenn. ,  and  Little  Paint  Creek,  Ala.  p.  D374  ' 


6.  APPROPRIATIONS..  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  ordered  re- 

P°r^/With  arnendment  H’  R*  5676,  the  D.  C.  appropriation  bill\for  1960. 
p.  D374  \ 


7.  FOREIGN /CURRENCIES.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.R.  5674,  to 
construction  at  military  installations,  including  provisions  for  th 
ho/sing  received  und«  J^Uc  Law  480  for  foreign^  lit  ary 


8.  REORGANiZAHON.  Passed  over,  on  objection  by  Sen.  Long,  S.  1474,  to  extex 

the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  for  two  years,  until  June  1,  1961.  pp.  771^-3 
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IMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  VARIOUS 
bmmissions  Regarding  the  Need  for  Uni¬ 
form  Cost-Sharing  Policies  With  Par¬ 
ticular  Reference  to  Flood  Control 
“Task /orce  Report  on  Natural  Resources,” 
prepared  lor  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  thedCxecutive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  January  1949  (First  Hoover  Commis- 
'"“sion)  : 

“When  the  I/leral  Government  first  as¬ 
sumed  definite  responsibility  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  in  1936,  costs  were  to  be  shared  by  the 
States  and  localities  benefited,  '  largely 
through  the  contribution  of  lands  and 
rights-of-way.  Removal  of  this  condition 
in  1938  with  respect  to  reservoir  projects  has 
had  the  effect  not  only  ofqmaking  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  assume  100  percent  of  the 
costs  of  these  flood-control  projects,  but  has 
removed  one  of  the  most  effective  restraints 
on  the  undertaking  of  projects\?f  doubtful 
feasibility.  States  and  localities\were  cer¬ 
tain  to  scrutinize  proposed  projects  with 
great  care  when  they  had  to  bear  aSsignifi- 
cant  share  of  the  cost,  but  are  inclihpd  to 
ask  fewer  questions  when  the,  Federal  gov¬ 
ernment  supplies  all  the-funds”  (p.  21)  > 
“The  existence  of  a  number  of  survey  a: 
development  agencies  has  encouraged  th< 
perpetuation  of  special-purpose  policies  and 
has  accentuated  statutory  inconsistencies. 
Varying  administrative  standards  of  feasi¬ 
bility,  benefit-cost  evaluation,  and  cost  Al¬ 
location  have  added  to  the  confusion  in  these 
areas.  Interagency  rivalry  has  fostered  a 
sort  of  Gresham’s  law  with  respect  to  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  policies,  the  tendency  being  for 
higher  standards  of  repayment  by  State, 
local,  and  private  beneficiaries  to  be  replaced 
by  lower”  (p.  23) . 

“Although  the  committee  is  not  prepared 
to  make  specific  recommendations,  it  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  most  pressing  need  for  statu¬ 
tory  revision  has  to  do  with  financial  policy. 
As  a  general  principle,  costs  should  be  re¬ 
paid  as  far  as  practicable  by  the  beneficiaries, 
more  so  than  at  present.  Federal  contribu¬ 
tions  should  be  limited  to  amounts  propor¬ 
tionate  to  the  estimated  national  benefits  in¬ 
volved.  State  and  local  contributions  should 
be  required  where  practicable  as  a  regular 
policy  on  all  projects  where  localized  bene¬ 
fits  demonstrably  exist”  (p.  28).  * 

“A  Water  Policy  for  the  American  Peo¬ 
ple,”  the  report  of  the  President’s  Water 
Resources  Policy  Commission,  1950  (Cooke 
Commission)':  „ 

“TJiis  proposed  reformulation  of  water  re¬ 
sources  policy  is  constructed  on  a  simple 
framework  of  principles.  These  ex¬ 
press:  *  *  *  The  necessity  for  a  system  of  re¬ 
payment  designed  to  treat  alike  all  who  en¬ 
joy  the  advantages  of  Federal  investment. 
This  will  seek  reasonable  repayment,  eithi 
through  direct  charge  or  assessment,  for  tmes 
opportunity  which  water  resources  programs* 
offer  for  private  gain,  but  will  recognize?  that 
the  great  contributions  of  such  programs  to 
the  general  welfare  warrant  the  assumption 
by  the  Federal  Government  of  the/emainder 
of  the  cost”  (p.  9) . 

“Congress,  in  drafting  new  legislation  or 
amending  existing  legislation,  should  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  uniform  national  reimbursement 
policy  and  specify  the  /principles  to  be 
applied. 

“Reimbursement  proyfedure  should  aim,  as 
far  as  possible,  to  recover  a  reasonable  por¬ 
tion  of  the  benefits /ccruing  from  public  ex¬ 
penditures  for  water  resources  development. 
This  should  proviae  for  charges  for  benefits 
where  they  carybe  collected,  and  agreements 
with  interest  States  under  which  they  would 
utilize  theiiy powers  of  taxation  or  assess¬ 
ment  to  assure  reimbursement  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  for  primary  and  secondary 
benefits/ not  susceptible  direct  collection’ 

(p.  12 

/om  the  foregoing  discussion,  it  should 
be/lear  that  the  Nation  has  no  consistent 


reimbursement  policy  in  relaiton  to  water 
resources  development.  In  general,  this  sit¬ 
uation  has  developed  ou,t  of  piecemeal  leg¬ 
islation  and  administrative  decisions  dealing 
with  single  projects  or  with  single  functions 
'within  river  basins.  This  procedure  has 
given  rise  to  serious  inequities  and  incon¬ 
sistencies  in  reimbursement  policy. 

“In  the  case  of  local  flood  control  works, 
the  local  communities  directly  affected 
should  assume  an  appropriate  share  of  the 
cost,  which  could  be  apportioned  on  the 
basis  of  property  values  either  by  general 
taxation  or  by  special  assessment. 

“In  the  case  of  extensive  flood  control 
works,  involving  large-scale  upstream  storage 
and  land  management  programs,  the  States 
should  establish  special  districts  with  the 
adequate  powers  to  assume  an  appropriate 
share  of  the  cost  of  providing  protection 
against  floods”  (p.  85) . 

“Missouri:  Land  and  Water,”  report  of  the 
Missouri  Basin  Survey  Commission,  1953 
(Lawrence  Commission)  : 

“Greater  local  financial  responsibility: 
The  general  trend  toward  lower  reimburse¬ 
ment  requirements  should  be  reversed.  The 
problem  is  nationwide  and  application  in  any 
basin  should  obviously  be  conditioned  on 
revisions  being  incorporated  in  national 
>ollcy.  Specifically,  the  Commission  rec¬ 
ommends  that  consideration  be  given  to :  y 

a)  A  general  revision  in  national  polic 
for  \he  division  of  financial  responsibility 
between  Federal,  State,  and  local  groups  in 
order  t\  obtain  higher  contributions  tsfward 
costs  by  'beneficiaries,  more  systematic  cost¬ 
sharing  requirements  for  the  various  pur¬ 
poses,  and  greater  interest  and  willingness  to 
assume  responsibility  by  groups/mmediate-r 
ly  affected. 

“(b)  Provisions  in  nationa/ policy  for  as¬ 
signing  charges  afid  assessn/nts  to  specified 
beneficiaries  in  accordanc/with  the  follow¬ 
ing  general  principled 

“Flood  control :  PrinTa/y  beneficiaries,  com¬ 
munities,  and  areas  dmectly  concerned,  in¬ 
cluding  States,  should  be  assigned  assess¬ 
ments  up  to  the  value  of  l/nefits,  subject  to 
reliable  identification  and-,  measurement, 
with  allowance  f/r  incentives  knd  repayment 
ability”  (pp.  Hi-16).  \ 

Local  contnbution  to  resource  develop¬ 
ment:  Stat/and  local  interests  co\lci  bear  a 
greater  slyfre  of  the  costs  of  projects  from 
which  benefits  accrue  to  them.  This\s  par¬ 
ticular/  true  for  flood  control  and  naviga¬ 
tion  projects  which  for  the  most  part\are 
charged  off  as  nonreimbursable,  with  ttje 
rc/lt  that  the  Federal  Government  is  bear 
ijfg  almost  the  entire  cost. 

“However,  the  entire  cast  of  major  projects 
should  not  be  borne  by  local  groups,  despite 
the  fact  that  the  large  share  of  benefits  from 
these  projects  accrue  to  local  interests.  It 
would  be  impossible  for  the  local  govern¬ 
mental  or  private  bodies  to  finance  the  en¬ 
tire,  or  perhaps  even  the  major  share  of  the 
'costs  of  such  projects.  Nevertheless,  the 
Commission  is  convinced  that  contribution 
or  repayment  policies  are  in  need  of  revision 
in  order  to  lessen  the  burden  on  the  Nation 
as  a  whole  and  to  stimulate  the  local  groups 
within  the  basin  to  shoulder  a  larger  portion 
of  the  financial  burden.  The  Commission 
has  continually  encountered  the  demand 
that  State  and  local  governments  be  given  a 
greater  share  in  the  determination  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  basin  program,  and  it 
believes  that  this  demand  must  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  an  explicit  willingness  to  combine 
administrative  responsibility  with  financial 
support”  (p.  16). 

“Cost-sharing  policy  should  promote: 
Greater  consistency  in  the  cost-sharing  re¬ 
quirements  for  the  various  resource  develop¬ 
ment  programs.  Some  of  the  variations  in 
current  practice  cannot  be  justified  in  terms 
of  any  systematic  set  of  principles”  (p.  234) . 

“Water  Resources  Policy,”  a  report  by  the 
Presidential  Advisory  Committee  on  Water 


Resources  Policy,  1955  (summary  and  majoji 
conclusions)  : 

“It  is  believed  that  the  principle  of  eq/fial 
contribution  for  equal  benefits  rec/ved 
should  be  applied  to  the  beneficiaries/of  all 
Federal  water  resources  developments,  al¬ 
though  it  is  recognized  that  histor/ally,  the 
programs  of  the  Federal  agencie/have  dif¬ 
fered  widely  as  to  the  contribution  required 
from  the  beneficiaries  of  syrch  projects” 
(p.  3). 

“Identifiable  beneficlarie/  should  pay  an 
appropriate  share  of  th/cost  of  projects. 
The  Committee  believe/ that  in  most  in¬ 
stances,  direct  iden/fiable  beneficiaries 
should  pay  a  larger  rh/re  of  the  cost  for  ben¬ 
efits  received  than  t/ey  now  do. 

“Responsibility  for  bearing  the  cost  of 
maintenance  and/operation  of  Federal  proj¬ 
ects  and  for  their  management  should  be 
turned  over  t/non-Federal  interests  as  soon 
as  it  is  soundly  feasible  in  consideration  of 
the  Federal/investment. 

“All  Federal  agencies  should  use  a  uniform 
approaeja  to  cost  sharing  so  that  the  division 
of  cost/between  the  Federal  Government  and 
non-Federal  interests  for  any  particular  proj¬ 
ect  /would  be  the  same  regardless  of  the 
agdncy  undertaking  the  project”  (p.  30). 

/  “The  Committee  recommends,  as  a  general 
/policy,  that  all  interstate  participate  in  the 
cost  of  projects  in  accordance  with  the  meas¬ 
ure  of  their  benefits,  and  that  the  Federal 
Government  assume  the  cost  of  that  part  of 
projects  where  the  benefits  are  widely  dis¬ 
persed  and  represent  substantial  contribu¬ 
tions  to  the  general  economic  growth  of  the 
country  or  region,  or  to  the  national  de¬ 
fense.  The  division  of  costs  between  Federal 
and  non -Federal  , entities  should  be  equitably 
determined  on  the  basis  of  the  degree  and 
character  of  the  respective  interests,  and 
the  ability  to  identify  direct  beneficiaries. 
There  the  project  is  primarily  of  a  local  char¬ 
acter,  and  where  beneficiaries  are  readily 
identifiable,  the  Federal  Government’s  con¬ 
tribution  should  be  limited,  with  the  non- 
Federal  interests  bearing  a  substantial  por¬ 
tion  of  the  construction  costs  of  the  project 
as  well  as  the  replacement,  maintenance, 
and  operation  costs.  In  cases  where  proj¬ 
ects  supply  or  safeguard  national  needs,  or 
where  there  are  other  special  compelling  con¬ 
siderations,  the  Federal  Government  may 
bear  a  larger  portion  of  the  cost  if  found  in 
each  case  tq  be  justified  and  consistent  with 
criteria  established  by  the  Coordinator  of 
Water  Resources”  (p.  31). 

Task  Force  Report  on  Water  Resources  and 
Power  to  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  June 
v955  (second  Hoover  Commission) : 

fit  is  recommended,  to  assure  that  the 
Federal  payment  of  project  costs  is  kept 
within  reasonable  bounds,  and  that  non- 
Federal  beneficiaries  pay  or  repay  costs  com¬ 
mensurate  with  their  benefits — 

“That /he  Congress  enact  legislation  to 
establish  dost  distribution  principles,  which 
‘cohesive  and  clearly  identifiable  groups  re¬ 
ceiving  substantial  benefits’  will  be  required 
to  observe  as  aprerequisite-of  Federal  parti¬ 
cipation  in  reclamation  projects;  to  require 
that  the  appropriate  Federal  agency  report 
on  conformance  oKlocal  groups  in  recom¬ 
mending  projects  toVthe  Congress;  and  to 
include  the  following’1, requirements  in  the 
principles :  / 

“(a)  That  the  benefits, expected  to  result 
from  any  project  be  subdivided  as  follows: 

“1.  those  accruing  to  groups  of  cohesive 
and  clearly  identifiable  recipients  of  substan¬ 
tial  benefits.  \ 

“2.  all  benefits  not  assignable.  to  such 
groups. 

“(b)  That  the  allocated  capital 
distributed  in  proportion  to  the 
signed. 

“(c)  That  financially  responsible 
mental  or  quasl-governmentai  agencies 


fe?entXig  the  groups  of  cohesive  and  clearly 
identifiable  recipients  of  substantial  benefits 
be  required,  as  a  condition  of  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation,  \o  bind  themselves  to  pay  at  least 
50  percent  \f  the  cost  prorated  to  them 
under  (b)  abqye  with  interest. 

“(d)  That  the  Federal  Government  as¬ 
sume  all  other  costs  not  assumed  by  such 
groups.  \ 

“(e)  That,  in  general,  non-Federal  agen¬ 
cies  assume  the  fullv  cost  of  operation  and 
maintenance”  (pp.  98l'09) . 

“Sharing  of  cost  by  nqn-Federal  interests: 
A  fair  share  of  the  cost  oXany  project  which 
the  Federal  Government  Wher  constructs, 
or  contributes  to,  should  be^borne  by  those 
to  whom  substantial  benefit'd,  accrue.  This 
will  reduce  the  drain  upon'',  the  Federal 
Treasury.  But  it  will  do  three?,  even  more 
important  things:  It  will  constitute  insur¬ 
ance  that  the  local  interests  are  rbqlly  con¬ 
vinced  of  the  soundness  of  the  projects;  it 
will  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribution 
of  costs,  and;  it  will  preserve  the  self-respect 
of  the  beneficiaries.  \ 

“All  of  the  Commissions  and  other  groups 
which  have  given  mature  consideration  to. 
water-resources  development  have  supported 
the  principle  that  beneficiaries  should  bear 
an  equitable  share  of  costs. 

“Nevertheless,  present  laws  are  not,  in 
general,  in  accord  with  this  principle” 
(p.  758) . 
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visions  being  incorporated  in  national  policy. 
Specifically,  the  Commission  recommends 
that  consideration  be  given  to: 


May  20 


Comments  and  Recommendations  Regarding 

Reimbursement  for  Navigation  Improve¬ 
ments 

Task  Force  Report  on  Natural  Resources, 
prepared  for  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  January  1949  (first  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion)  : 

“Under  present  methods  of  developing 
flood  control  and  navigation  works,  the  im¬ 
mediate  beneficiaries  often  do  not  have  to 
pay  directly  any  significant  part  of  the  cost. 
Their  only  contribution  is  through  general 
taxation.  Indeed,  they  are  encouraged  by 
this  policy  to  promote  costly  projects  which 
cost  them  nothing.  Such  subsidy  of  private 
individuals  from  the  public  treasury  is  at 
best  unjust.  Its  greatest  evil,  however,  arises 
from  the  removal  of  any  sort  of  economic 
measure  of  value  in  terms  of  willingness  to 
pay.  It  seems  reasonable  to  assume  that  if 
the  direct  beneficiaries  refuse  to  pay  any 
part  of  the  project  costs,  the  economic 
soundness  of  the  project  must  indeed  be 
questionable”  (p.  87)., 

“A  Water  Policy  for  the  American  People,” 
the  Report  of  the  President’s  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Policy  Commission,  1950  (Cooke 
Commission) :  / 

Reimbursement  for  various  types  of  bene¬ 
fits  from  water  resources  programs  should  be 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  following 
principles:  *  *  *  (c)  for  navigation  i/should 
be  determined  in  connection  with  jC  general 
program  for  putting  charges  for  ad  forms  of 
transportation  on  a  cost  basis;  including 
interest”  (pp.  12-13).  r 

“Decisions  as  to  user  charges,  or  tolls  for 
waterway  commerce  should  be  worked  ’  out 
as  a  part  of  the  whole  problem  of  reconciling 
and  making  workable  av coordinated  trans¬ 
portation  system.  But  with  rates  for  all 
forms  of  transportation  based  on  full  costs, 
dn  interconnected  system  of  modern  water¬ 
ways,  coordinated/with  land  transportation, 
should  be  able  to  sustain  itself  with  tolls’ 
based  on  full  c<5sts  and  yield  returns  on  the 
public  investment  while  contributing  to  the 
most  economic  use  of  the  Nation’s  resources” 

(p.  16).  / 

“Greater  local  financial  responsibility:  The 
genera)/  trend  toward  lower  reimbursement 
requirements  should  be  reversed.  The  prob¬ 
lem  is  nationwide,  and  application  in  anv 
basin  should  obviously  be  conditioned  on  re- 


“(b)  Provisions  in  national  policy  for  as¬ 
signing  charges  and  assessments  to  specified 
beneficiaries  in  accordance  with  the  follow¬ 
ing  general  principles: 

***** 

“Navigation:  An  assignment  should  be 
made  to  waterway  users  and,  through  agree¬ 
ment,  to  States  and  communities  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  their  benefits,  after  allowance  for  in¬ 
centives.  Such  assignments  may  partly  be 
met  by  toll  charges,  if  and  when  feasible” 
(pp.  15-16). 

“Water  Resources  Policy,”  a  report  by  the 
Presidential  Advisory  Committee  on  Water 
Resources  Policy,  1955.” 

“Navigation:  Serious  consideration  should 
be  given  to  repayment  of  a  portion  of  the 
costs  of  new  navigation  projects,  particular¬ 
ly  those  which  will  create  navigability  where 
none  now  exists,  by  the  institution  of  user 
charges.  Although  it  would  appear  logical, 
in  the  interest  of  a  completely  uniform  policy 
as  to  the  participation  of  beneficiaries  in  the 
costs  of  water  resources  developments,  that 
leer  charges  should  be  instituted  which 
wdpld  at  least  bear  the  cost  of  operation  and 
maintenance  of  such  navigation  facilities  it 
must  \be  recognized  that  the  subject  of 
charges,  involves  not  only  water  policy  tui, 
also  thd\wh°le  field  of  transportation, /in¬ 
cluding  many  other  mediums.  Therefore  it 
is  a  more  appropriate  subject  for  a  survey’  of 
the  entire  fl^ld  of  transportation  than  one 
of  water  policy,  alone”  (p.  32) .  / 

Task  Force  Report  on  Water  Resources  and 
Power  to  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
f“V6  Branch  \f  the  Government,  June 
1955  (Second  HoovV  ComjaSission) : 

‘Tt  is  recommended  t/help  establish  a 
consistent  national  water  policy,  to  increase 
local  responsibility,  andNto  fix  the  limits  of 
Federal  activities  in/the\development  and 
conservation  of  water  resources  and  power. 

“That  the  Congyfess  enact  legislation  to  di¬ 
rect  the  appropriate  Federal  a^ncy  or  agen¬ 
cies  to  apply  the  principles  of  national  trans¬ 
portation  pohby,  as  expressed  in  the  preamble 
of  the  Transportation  Act  of  1948,  to  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
navigation  facilities. 

“Thpt  the  Congress  enact  legislation  to 
,  a  system  of  user  charges  relating 
to  the  inland  and  intracoastal  waterways,  tn 
:at  Lakes  and  connecting  channels,  anu 
acoast  harbors  and  channels  of  the  United 
States.  For  projects  now  in  operation,  such 
charges  should  cover  all  costs  of  maintenance 
ana  operation  by  whatever  agency  incurred. 

(  For  future  projects  (including  future  capi¬ 
tal  expenditures  for  projects  now  in  opera¬ 
tion),  the  charges  should  cover  all  Federal 
costs,  i.e.,  maintenance,  operatidn,  and  capi¬ 
tal  costs.  All  such  charges  should  apply  to 
regions,  or  system,  rather  than  to  individual 
projects,  so  as  to  avoid  discrimination”  (n 
101). 

Water  Resources  and  Power,”  report  of 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch  of  the  Government,  June  30,  1955 
(Second  Hoover  Commission) : 
“Recommendation  No.  8: 

“That  Congress  authorize  a  user  charge  on 
nland  waterways  except  for  smaller  pleasure 
craft,  sufficient  to  cover  maintenance  and 
operation,  and  authorize  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission  to  fix  such  charges”  (p. 

85 ) . 


The  bill  (S.  962)  was  ordered  to 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  t 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hous/of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  Th/t  the 
modification  of  the  Gulf  IntracoastaTWater- 
way-Channel  to  Port  Mansfield,  /Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially,^  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendation/of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  contained  in  Senate  Document 
11,  of  the  Eighty -sixth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $3,431,000. 

Sec.  2.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums/as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
next  measure  oil  the  calendar  will  be 
stated. 

MODIRiCA'f’ION  OF  PROJECT  FOR 
HARBOR  ISLAND  OF 
MAUX,  HAWAII 


/  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill/(S.  1632)  authorizing  the  modifica- 
J  bn  of  the  existing  project  for  Kahului 
arbor,  island  of  Maui,  Hawaii,  which 
-ad  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  with  amendments  on 
page  1,  line  3,  after  the  word  “for”,  to 
strike  out  “Kahuli”  and  insert  “Ka¬ 
hului”,  and  in  line  8,  after  the  word  “of” 
to  strike  out  “$964,800”  and  insert 
$944,500  to  the  United  States  for-  con¬ 
struction",  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
modification  of  the  existing  project  for 
Kahului  Harbor,  island  of  Maui,  Hawaii  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  contained  in  House  Document 
Numbered  109,  of  the  Eighty-sixth  Congress 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $944,500  to  the  United 
States  for  construction. 

Sec.  20.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  “carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  ^as  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time 
and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
A  bill  authorizing  the  modification  of 
ffee  existing  project  for  Kahului  Harbor 
island  of  Maui.  Hawaii.” 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 


BILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  1968)  to  strengthen  the 
wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support 
program  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  by  request 
I  ask  that  the  bill  be  passed  over 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  cer¬ 
tain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
all  the  items  from  No.  284  to  the  end  of 
the  calendar  be  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bills 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bills  passed  over  are  as  follows: 

H.R.  5674.  A  bill  to  authorize  certain  con¬ 
struction  at  military  installations,  and  for 
ather  purposes. 
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S.  1901.  A  bill  to  amend  section  101(c)  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1S49  and  the  act  of 
July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  th 
level  of  support  for  tobacco. 
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S.  218.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Laurie  Dea 
Holley  and  the  legal  guardian  of  Karmen 
Lael  Holley,  minor  child. 

S.  707.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Demetrios 
L  Pappathakis. 

S.  1291.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Marko 
apan. 


MARKO  KLAPAN 


VTING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
consent  for  the  present  con- 
Calendar  No.  238,  Senate 


Mr. 

unanimo 
sideration 
bill  1291. 

The  PRESII^NG  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by \tle  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

^  The  Legislative  xClfrk.  A  b^J.1  (S. 
1291)  for  the  relief  of 'Marko  Klapan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  ^bhe  bill  was 
considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  try 'the  Senate  and  Hqv.se 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  Stateisgf 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  fi 
the  purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act,  Marko  Klapan  shall  be  held 
and  considered  to  have  been  lawfully  ad¬ 
mitted  to  the  United  States  for  permanent 
residence  as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act,  upon  payment  of  the  required 
visa  fee.  Upon  the  granting  of  permanent 
residence  to  such  alien  as  provided  for  in 
this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  instruct 
the  proper  quota-control  officer  to  deduct 
one  number  from  the  appropriate  quota  for 
the  first  year  that  such  quota  is  available. 


) 


205  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act,  the  minor  child,  Demetrios  Pappathakis, 
shall  be  held  and  considered  to  be  the 
natural-born  alien  child  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Paul  Apostle,  citizens  of  the  United  States: 
Provided,  That  the  natural  parents  of  Deme¬ 
trios  Pappathakis  shall  not,  by  virtue  of 
such  parentage,  be  accorded  any  right; 
privilege,  or  status  under  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 

'Engle  in  the  Chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 


House  austhe  conference. 


INTERNATI 
ICAL  res: 


DEMETRIOS  PAPPATHAKIS 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  Calendar  237,  Senate 
bill  707. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
707)  for  the  relief  of  Demetrios  Pap¬ 
pathakis. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  considerate 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  may  I  a^k  for 
an  explanation  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  this 
bill,  which  was  introduced  bwahe  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
[Mr.  Eastland],  is  for  /the  relief  of 
Demetrios  PappathakisVa  minor  child 
seeking  to  be  adopted  )6y  citizens  of,  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  LANGER.  V have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  th y  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

There  bein/  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
considered, /ordered  to  be  engrossed  for 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  Enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
Amejnca  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  for 
th»T)urposes  of  sections  101(a)  (27)  (A)  and 


Mr.  HILL, 
the  Senate  ha 
Res.  41,  Cale: 
mous  conse: 
ceed  to  th 


its 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the  amendments/ 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  4245)  re/ 
lating  to  the  taxation  of  the  income/of 
life  insurance  companies;  agreed  to/the 
^conference  asked  by  the  Senate  on  the 
^  lisagreeing  votes  of  the  two  /Houses 
thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Mills,  Mr.  Forand, 
MrXKiNG  of  California,  Mr.  Simpson  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  Mr.  Mason  were  ap¬ 
pointed  managers  on  the-’  part  of  the 


ALTH  AND  MED- 
H  ACT  OF  1959 

President,  yesterday 
ncf^i-  consideration  S.J. 
ar  No>232.  I  ask  unani- 
that  thestenate  may  pro- 
urther  consideration  of  that 


joint  resolution  at  this  tii 

The  /PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  joint  resolution  by 
shory  title  for  the  informatiorXof  the 
Semite. 

?he  Legislative  Clerk.  A  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.J.  Res.  41),  the  International 
Health  and  Medical  Research  Act 
1959. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Alabama? 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  Senate  resumed  thevconsidoration 
of  the  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  41) . 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,,  I 
rise  to  support  strongly  the  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  now  pending  before  the  Senate, 
the  International  Health  and  Medical 
Research  Act  of  1959.  I  am  delighted 
and  feel  greatly  honored  to  be  privi¬ 
leged  to  join  with  the  distinguished  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]  in 
supporting  the  bill.  This  fine  measure  is 
the  handicraft  \of  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  and  his  associates  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

I  should  like  to  reiterate  what  I  stated 
on  March  10,  1959,  when  I  appeared  as 
a  cosponsor  of  the  resolution  before  a 
hearing  of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 


Public  Welfare,  presided  over  by 
chairman,  the  distinguished  senior  S 
ator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill], 
sponsor  of  the  measure. 

At  that  time,  as  I  indicated  kS  the 
printed  hearings,  beginning  on  psCge  192, 
I  stated  that  I  regard  the  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  as  one  of  the  forenafost  land¬ 
marks  of  the  86th  or  any  oth,dr  Congress. 

Senate  joint  resolution  41  is  an  inspir¬ 
ing  example  of  humanitarian  action  by 
Congress.  It  is  an  illustration  of  en¬ 
lightened  self-interest  at  work.  In 
strengthening  cooperation  among  the 
medical  scientists  of  the  world,  it 
strengthens  the  outlook  for  the  health  of 
the  entire  human  family. 

As  I  stated  at  the  hearing,  too,  one  fact 
is  clear:  The  joint  resolution  is  the  proud 
work  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama.  It  is  his  creation,  and  he  de¬ 
serves  the  fullest  possible  credit  for  it. 

Our  Colleague  and  associate  from  Ala¬ 
bama  has  written  many  notable  stat¬ 
utes  for  the  improvement  of  human 
health,  notably  the  Hill-Burton  hospital 
construction  law  and  the  health  re- 
'  search  facilities  law.  But  I  venture  to 
predict  that  when  the  history  of  these 
times  is  written,  few  of  his  great  contri¬ 
butions  will  rank  higher  than  the  noble 
resolution  which  I  know  the  Senate  is 
about  to  approve. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  has  worked 
on  the  resolution  for  a  long  time.  He 
has  sought  counsel  on  it  from  experts 
throughout  the  land.  He  has  unhesitat¬ 
ingly  incorporated  strengthening  and 
clarifying  amendments,  for  which  we 
thank  him.  He  has  demonstrated  eager¬ 
ness  at  all  times  to  make  the  resolution 
as  fine  and  sound  an  instrument  as  pos¬ 
sible.  Some  of  the  finest  reading  'which 
any  Senator  could  undertake  are  the 
hearings  on  Senate  Joint  Resolution  41. 

When  I  think  of  the  caliber  and  qual¬ 
ity  of  the  persons  who  testified,  the  out¬ 
standing  professional  people  who  came 
forward,  voluntarily  and  eagerly,  to  give 
testimony  in  support  of  the  resolution, 
it  should  warm  the  hearts  of  all  Ameri¬ 
cans  to  know  that  there  is  such  a  spirit 
of  understanding  and  humanitarianism 
in  America. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

.Mr.  HILL.  As  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  has  said,  it  would  be  almost  im- 
posNfie  to  compile  a  list  of  more  emi¬ 
nent  witnesses  than  those  who  appeared 
in  behalf  of  the  resolution.  None  testi¬ 
fied  morNeloquently  or  more  brilliantly 
than  did  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  great 
Senator  from  AEkbama. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mf.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  \yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania.1 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  wish  tX  commend  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  for  the  effective  work  he  has  done 
in  bringing  the  resolution  to  tne  floor  of 
the  Senate  and  for  the  speech  he  made 
yesterday  in  support  of  it. 

It  is  my  good  fortune  to  be  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Frolic 
Welfare  and  to  have  had  the  privilege 
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'of  attending  the  hearings  to  which  wit¬ 
nesses  from  all  over  the  United  States 
brought  their  support  to ‘this  most  im¬ 
portant  measure.  The  resolution  has 
wTell  been  called  a  health  for  peace  reso¬ 
lution. 

I  know  of  the  great  interest  which 
the  senior  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
taken  in  this  matter  and  the  fine  testi¬ 
mony  he  gave  in  support  of  it.  It  seems 
to  me  to  be  almost  incredible  that  there 
should  be  opposition  in\his  Chamber  to 
the  provisions_of  the  resolution,  in  view 
of  the  almost  incalculable  amount  of 
good  it  can  do  throughout  the  world, 
with  the  very  minimum  amount  of  ex¬ 
pense  which  the  measure  authorizes  to 
be  incurred. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  resolution 
will  promptly  be  passed  by  the  Senate 
and  by  the  other  body,  and  will  become 
law. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sen 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  for  his  state¬ 
ment.  I.  know  I  speak  for  the  Senator 
from  Alabama,  as  I  certainly  speak  for 
myself,  when  I  say  that  it  is  always 
gratifying  to  have  the  words  of  com¬ 
mendation  and  the  splendid  assistance 
of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark].  What  he  has  said  here  today 
is  indicative  of  his  keen  interest  in 
health  measures,  particularly  the  inter¬ 
national  aspects  of  health. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  may  say  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  is  one  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
resolution,  as  is  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Minnesota.  The  senior 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  who  is  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare,  made  really  fine  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  formulation  of  the  reso¬ 
lution  and  to  the  final  action  on  it  by  the 
committee. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  and  the -Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  for  their  kind  but  quite  unmerited 
words. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
America  and  the  world  are  in  the  debt  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  and  his  com¬ 
mittee  for  this  far-visioned  measure. 
The  reaction  to  the  resolution  has  been 
virtually  unanimous  in  its  favor.  A  littlu 
later,  I  shall  cite  some  of  these  enthus/- 
astic  reactions. 

THE  DANGER  OF  “BUDGET-ITIS 

The  executive  branch  has  wisely  en¬ 
dorsed  the  principle  of  the  resolution. 
But  there  is  one  factor — one  condition — 
in  the  executive  branch  which/does  cause 
concern.  It  is  what  I  call  ybudget-itis,” 
a  condition  which  spreads  like  a  con¬ 
tagion  from  the  accountants  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget.  Th/y  are  myopically 
more  concerned  with/low  but  neat  fig¬ 
ures  in  the  budget  document  than  they 
are  with  the  high  oosts  of  disease.  They 
can  see  the  $50  million  ceiling  of  authori¬ 
zation  in  the  resolution  and  profess  to 
be  alarmed  ajjout  it.  But  they  cannot 
see  and  are  nbt  alarmed  about  the  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars  which  disease 
is  costing/ the  American  taxpayers,  di¬ 
rectly  apfti  indirectly,  not  to  mention  the 
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incalculable  toll  in  pain,  suffering,  and 
premature  death. 

LESS  GUNS,  MORE  HEALTH  FOR  LATJN  AMERICA 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senate  and  to  the 
American  people  as  a  whole  that  if  there 
is  to  be  objection  to  the  resolution  be¬ 
cause  it  authorizes  $50  million — I  re¬ 
peat:  $50  million;  that  is  all — and  if  that 
$50  million  will,  somehow  or  other,  work 
a  great  injustice  upon  the  so-called  bal¬ 
anced  budget,  I  have  a  way  to  remedy 
it.  The  President’s  budget  for  foreign 
aid  provides  an  increase  of  $50  million 
for  military  assistance  to  Latin-Ameri- 
can  countries.  We  are  increasing  the 
amount  for  military  assistance  to  Latin- 
American  countries  to  $125  million  com¬ 
pared  with  some  $35  million  only  3  years 
ago.  ,v 

I  say  to  the  great  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  that  if  any  Senator  raises  his  voice 
about  the  cost  of  the  resolution,  I  cair~ 
assure  him,  from  what  I  have  heard  in 
<he  testimony  given  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Foreign  Relations,  that  we  will 
trial  more  than  $50  million  from  some 
of  the  military  assistance  proposed  to  be 
sent  thcountries  which  do  not  need  it. 

If  mV  voice  can  be  heard  in  the  vil¬ 
lages,  hamlets,  towns,  and  cities 

America,  and  if  the  people  of  the  Uni. _ 

States  have\a  choice  between  spending 
$50  million  t\fight  cancer,  or  $5CKmil- 
lion  to  mobiliz\the  scientific  knowledge 
of  the  world  against  heart  disease,  and 
spending  $50  million  to  send  guns, 
planes,  and  tanks  t\  South  America,  be¬ 
lieve  me,  if  the  AmWican/people  have 
the  right  sense  anox  aefod  judgment 
which  I  know  they  havd/they  will  know 
where  to  put  the  $50  qailfion.  They  will 
put  it  into  health,  ypy  msjans  of  this 
resolution. 

If  the  adminisi/ation  plank  to  raise 
any  hobgoblins  /or  ghosts  by\laiming 
that  the  $50  million  here  proposed  will 
put  the  budget  out  of  balance,  wh  will 
balance  the /budget  for  it,  and  I  willVke 
personal  ^responsibility  for  doing 
Fifty  mfihon  dollars  worth  of  guns,  ba , 
zookas^planes,  and  tanks  are  not  needed 
in  Latin  America.  Latin  America  is 
fighting  enough  as  it  is  already.  What 
are/needed  in  Latin  America  are  some 
schools  and  some  health.  The  Senator 
r  om  Alabama,  through  the  resolution, 
will  do  more  good  for  Latin  America 
with  this  $50  million  than  all  the  mutual 
security  and  military  assistance  put  to¬ 
gether. 

I  know  of  a  few  other  places  where 
some  surplus  military  aid  can  be 
trimmed  off.  I  venture  to  say  that  some 
medical  care  in  certain  parts  of  Asia 
and  Africa  will  do  more  good  than  the 
sending  of  some  F-86’s  or  some  B-47’s. 
The  cloak  of  secrecy  compels  me,  re¬ 
grettably,  not  to  disclose  to  the  Senate 
some  of  the  kinds  of  equipment  it  is 
planned  to  send  to  some  strange  places. 
But  it  is  planned  to  send  military  equip¬ 
ment  to  people  who  do  not  even  know 
how  to  use  it.  It  is  necessary  to  train 
them  to  use  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  forewarn  any¬ 
one  who  opposes  the  resolution  on  the 
basis  of  the  $50  million  authorization 
that  we  who  sponsor  the  resolution  are 
prepared  to  do  battle  here,  military  as¬ 


sistance  or  no  military  assistance.  We/ 
will  not  need  bazookas,  tanks,  guns, 
grenades  to  win  this  battle,  because  the 
American  people  want  the  great  medical 
know-how  of  the  U.S.  Government 
and  the  medical  know-how  and  scientific 
knowledge  of  other  peoples  th/bughout 
the  world  to  be  pooled  in  this /fr eat  cru¬ 
sade  against  disease. 

Think  of  the  thousand/  and.  thou¬ 
sands  of  persons  who  today  are  suffering 
from  cancer.  Many  oy  them  are  our 
neighbors.  For  all  w 5/know,  one  of  us 
may  be  next. 

When  we  think  o/what  could  be  done 
with  $50  million  to  combat  disease  on  a 
worldwide  basis/it  is  hard  to  conceive 
that  any  Senator  will  oppose  this  meas¬ 
ure. 

I  want  to/be  here  to  help.  I  assure 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  that  I  am 
here  to  0  battle  for  this  good  cause. 
This  iskhe  Lord’s  work  right  here.  This 
is  doiyg  the  kind  of  work  the  Congress 
should  be  doing.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I 
am/a  little  worried  that  we  are  author¬ 
izing  only  $50  million.  It  seems  to  me 
/hat  is  a  rather  small  authorization. 
But  at  least  it  is  a  beginning. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  serve  warning 
on  the  opponents  of  the  joint  resolution, 
because  I  really  think  this  is  the  kind  of 
legislation  that  every  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  should  be  proud  of,  and  should 
want  to  have  his  name  attached  to,  and 
should  want  to  vote  for,  so  as  to  let  the 
whole  world  know  that  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  is  prepared  to  wage 
war  on  disease,  and  that  all  members  of 
Congress  are  unanimous  in  that  effort, 
and  that  we  welcome  allies  from  every 
corner  of  the  world.  We  have  one  com¬ 
mon  enemy;  and  in  the  war  against  that 
enemy  we  can  but  every  kind  of  scien¬ 
tist  and  doctor  into  the  same  uniform. 
All  can  unite  in  the  same  struggle,  for 
the  same  purpose,  against  the  same 
enemy— namely,  in  the  fight  for  health, 
and  in  the  fight  against  disease. 

DISEASE  HAS  INFLATIONARY  IMPACT 


Mr.  President,  in  speaking  of  those 
Tio  have  objected  to  this  measure — and 
Prefer  in  particular  to  the  reports  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget — let  me  say  that 
apparently  they  cannot  see  that  disease 
is  economically  inflationary.  It  slashes 
workinVime  and  productivity.  It  raises 
economic\costs.  It  reduces  purchasing 
power.  So*.  Mr.  President,  from  the 
standpoint  ok  our  U.S.  economy  and  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  U.S.  Treasury,  a 
healthy  nationNis  a  better  and  a  more 
prosperous  nation. 

The  Hill  bill  iX.  an  antiinflationary 
measure — if  we  hav\  to  view  it  from  the 
economic  point  of  View— which  will 
serve  tangible  economic  goals,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  great  humanitarian  goals,  for 
our  country. 

So,  Mr.  President,  J  \trust  that 
“budget-itis” — which,  by  th\way,  is  a 
peculiar  kind  of  disease,  of  a.  current 
and  temporary  nature,  which\can  be 
cured  by  this  joint  resolution — Nil  not 
prevail  against  the  bill.  I  know  “bimget- 
itis”  will  not  prevail  here  in  the  Senate. 
Just  as  I  know  that  the  sun  rises  in  the 
east  and  sets  in  the  west,  I  know  thai 
the  Senate  will  not  be  deterred  for  a' 
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cooperation  between  our  country  and 
other  countries  in  this  program.  Is  that 
correct?' 

Mr.  WflJjIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLBNDER.  But,  in  my  opinion, 
we  will  ultimately  end  up  by  paying  all 
the  bills  for  training  and  everything 
else.  If  that  lk  cooperation,  I  do  not 
know  the  true  meaning  of  the  word. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS^  of  New  Jersey.  I 
think  it  will  be  a  twVway  street. 

Mr.  s  HILL.  The  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  is  a  member  of\he  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Health,  and  he  was  most  diligent 
in  his  attendance  on  the  subcommittee. 
He  heard  all  the  witnesses\and  all  the 
testimony  from  eminent  doctors  and  sci¬ 
entists  from  throughout  the  Nation  and 
from  representatives  of  great  organiza¬ 
tions  such  as  the  American  Medical  As¬ 
sociation,  the  American  Dental  Associa¬ 
tion,  the  American  College  of  Surgeons, 
and  other  organizations.  The  Senat 
asked  a  number  of  questions  to  bring  ou 
the  facts,  so  the  committee  would  be  sat¬ 
isfied  in  its  own  mind  that  it  was  put¬ 
ting  in  the  measure  safeguards  in  order 
that  a  watchful  eye  might  be  kept  on 
the  whole  program — the  matter  to  which 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  called 
our  attention. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  I 
thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  it  were  possible  for  me  to  support 
this  bill.  I  would  like  to  do  so.  I  am 
not  unfamiliar  with  the  problems  facing 
American  medicine  today.  One  of  my 
brothers  is  a  physician.  My  only  son 
is  a  surgeon. 

I  am  sympathetic  with  the  purpose  of 
this  bill,  and  if  it  were  drafted  in  such 
a  way  that  those  purposes  alone  would 
be  achieved,  I  would  support  it.  How¬ 
ever,  Mr.  President,  that  is  not  the  case. 

I  have  no  quarrel  with  the  purpose  of 
this  bill.  I.  do  believe,  however,  that  the 
authority  it  contains  is  much  too  sweep¬ 
ing.  If  the  authorization  were  amended 
to  cover  the  specific  examples  cited  by 
the  distinguished  Senators  who  have  al¬ 
ready  participated  in  debate,  I  perhaps 
could  support  the  bill. 

I  have  already  discussed  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]  the  au¬ 
thority  it  contains  for  our  Government  t 
give  research  grants  to  foreign  im 
tions.  It  strikes  me  that  with  the 
dens  wet  are  already  carrying 
out  the  world,  such  financing  could  and 
should  well  be  done  by  those  countries 
which  are  presently  engaged  research 
activities. 

However,  as  I  understand  it,  if  our 
Government  took  upon  itself  to  decide 
that  the  Swedes  were  not  moving  as  fast 
in  leukemia  research  /as  we  would  like 
to  see  them  move, 
bill  would  permit 


others  between  foreign  countries — not 
only  between  the  United  States  and 
foreign  countries,  but  among  foreign 
countries  themselves. 

Authority  also  exists  for  further  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  World  Health  Organi¬ 
zation.  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill  indicates  that  this  au¬ 
thority  would  be  limited  in  its  applica¬ 
tion,  but  I  remind  Senators  that  the 
committee  report  is  not  the  law. 

The  same  is  true  of  almost  every  other 
feature  of  this  bill,  and  while  I  am  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  its  purposes,  I  cannot  agree 
that  the  practically  boundless  authority 
it  vests  in  the  Surgeon  General  is  either 
necessary  or  prudent.  Under  the  terms 
of  this  measure,  $50  million  per  year 
could  be  used  for  almost  any  purpose 
imaginable.  I  cannot  endorse  legisla¬ 
tion  which  is  so  much  broader  in  its  au¬ 
thority  than  the  purposes  for  which  it 
is  designed  require. 

In  this  connection,  I  specifically  call 
^attention  to  the  fact  that  the  resolution 
Dntains  broad  power  for  making  ex¬ 
penditures,  which  ought  to  be  furnished 
by  t}ie  people  who  are  supposed  to  co- 
operate  with  us.  If  the  Senator  wiljr 
look  a\  page  23  of  the  resolution,  sub¬ 
paragraph  (d) ,  beginning  on  line  21'  it 
reads:  \  / 

<d)  In  carrying;  out  the  provisons/bf  this 
joint  resolution  the  Surgeon  General  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  establish  offices  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  for  such  areas  as  he  may  ,deera  advis¬ 
able,  and  for  such  purpose  appropriations 
for  carrying  out  this  joint  resolution  shall 
be  available  for  rental  or  lease  outside  the 
United  States  of  offices,  buildings,  grounds, 
and  living  quarters  tV  house  personnel; 
maintenance,  furnishings),  necessary  repairs, 
improvements,  and  alterations  to  properties 
owned  or  rented  by/the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  abroad;  qfld  cost  of  f\el,  water,  and 
utilities  for  suclyproperties. 

That  is  exit emely  broad  authority.  I 
am  wondering  about  the  extent  tq  which 
a  section /uke  this  will  be  used  to  pro¬ 
vide  facilities  for  students,  rather \han 
for  research.  \ 

Mr/ HILL.  Certainly  the  Council,  thp 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  ant 
\\Jelfare,  and  the  Surgeon  General  would 
far  beyond  their  authority  if  they 
'did  so,  I  will  say  to  my  friend  from  Lou¬ 
isiana.  The  facilities  must  be  tied  to 
a  research  project. 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  a  vote 
on  the  committee  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi¬ 
tute. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  the  third  reading  of  the  joint  reso- 


Swedes  a  little  m6ney  in  order  to  coax 
them  into  more  strenuous  efforts.  It 
seems  to  me  tofat  we  should  finance  the 
research  work  we  have  going  on  in  our 
own  country,  to  the  maximum  possible 
and  feasible,  before  we  embark  upon  a 
new  program  of  making' grants  to  for¬ 
eign  countries. 

Under  this  bill,  the  authority  exists 
for/ndiscriminate  financing  of  programs 
involving  the  exchange  of  doctors  and 


r  lution? 

n  authority  in  this  ^  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
cle  Sam  to  offer  the  y  qUestion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  and  was 
read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceed  to  call 
the  roll. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I< 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  ordejf 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mrypresi- 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent/to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  a  brief  ^statement 
which  I  have  prepared  concerning  the 
joint  resolution. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  bprprinted  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator"  Johnson  op  Texas 

Senate  Joint  Resolution  41  would  mobilize 
the  skills,  resources/talents,  and  capabilities 
of  the  health  scientists  of  the  world. 

This  legislatioli  reflects  the  abiding  in¬ 
terest  of  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  AlabargA,  Lister  Hill,  in  the  welfare 
and  well-beihg  of  humankind.  It  is  another 
move  in  the  march  that  has  led  the  last  two 
Congresses  to  do  more  to  advance  medical  1 
research  than  any  of  its  predecessors. 

This  would  be  a  Joining  of  hands  in  a 
scientific  project  which  has  neither  political, 
nor'  military,  nor  economic  objectives. 

The  need  is  great.  The  potential  for  good 
Is  equally  large. 

There  are  annually  about  90  million  births 
and  49  million  deaths  in  the  world. 

I  am  told  that  in  some  parts  of  Africa,  the 
infant  mortality  rate  exceeds  one  death  for 
every  four  births. 

Infectious  disease  knows  no  boundary. 
One  out  of  seven  of  the  world's  population 
suffers  from  an  infectious  eye  ailment  that 
threatens  possible  blindness  for  many. 

This  project  would  demonstrate  the  good 
that  can  come  from  people  working  together. 
It  would  emphasize  to  the  world  our  belief 
that  man's  mission  on  earth  is  to  heal  and 
to  build  and  not  to  hurt  nor  destroy. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
the  Senate  is  now  considering  Senate 
Joint  Resolution  41,  the  Health  for 
Peace  Act.  For  the  benefit  of  all  man¬ 
kind,  this  could  be  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  measures  we  will  consider  this 
year,  and  I  hope  we  can  give  it  prompt 
and  favorable  action. 

Under  this  proposal,  the  United  States 
will  become  an  active  participant  and  a 
leader  in  a  program  which  will  serve  all 
people  through  cooperative  research  by 
vjhe  world’s  best  minds. 

The  credit  for  the  inspiration  and 
wdrk  behind  this  bill  belongs  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr /'Hill].  For  many  years  he  has 
been  a\leader  in  the  cause  of  national 
and  international  health. 

No  Merfiber  of  the  Congress  has  given 
so  much  of\his  time  and  talent  to  this 
fine  work.  He  has  served  not  only  the 
people  of  his  State  and  his  country,  but 
also  the  people  of  the  world. 

Recently,  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alabama  was  honored  at  a 
health-U.S.A.  testimonial  luncheon, 
where  he  received  any  award  “for  dis¬ 
tinguished  contributions-, to  the  health  of 
the  American  people.”  IfNwas  a  deserved 
tribute  for  many  years  \if  legislative 
leadership  in  the  field  of  health.  I  com¬ 
mend  to  the  attention  of  my '-colleagues 
the  acceptance  address  which, Senator 
Hill  made  at  that  time,  and  wliiph  was 
inserted  in  the  Record  of  May  13. 

The  resolution  which  we  are  consider¬ 
ing  will  create  a  new  National  Instil 
for  International  Medical  Resea  ref 
within  the  National  Institutes  of  Health 
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Thesikfunds  would  be  used  to  encour 
age  and  Support  research  and  the  ex¬ 
change  of  information,  the  training  of 
research  personnel  and  the  imprQve- 
ment  of  research  facilities  in  all  parts 
of  the  world. 

The  progressive  approach  embodied 
in  this  measure  recognizes  the  fact  that 
medical  research  is.  so  complex  and  in¬ 
terrelated  that  victory  over  any  disease 
or  disability  results  Only  from  the  re¬ 
search  efforts  of  Bjany  scientists 
throughout  the  world. 

As  the  eminent  physician,  Dr.  How 
ard  A.  Rusk,  pointed  out  recently  in  the 
New  York  Times: 

The  enthusiastic  congressionansupport  of 
the  health  for  peace  bill  gives  dimension 
and  significance  to  the  aphorism  onthe  late 
Sir  William  Osier,  who  once  said\  “The 
great  republic  of  medicine  knows  amt  has 
known  no  national  boundaries." 

The  passage  of  this  joint  resoluti„. 
will  provide  the  world  with  a  practical 
demonstration  of  this  country’s  belief  in 
the  dignity  of  the  individual,  whoever 
and  wherever  he  may  be.  The  Health 
for  Peace  Act  will  put  the  United  States 
at  the  forefront  of  a  common  crusade 
against  the  age-old  enemies  of  mankind. 

Our  country  can  be  dedicated  to  no 
more  important  task. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  in 
keeping  with  the  mood  of  the  Senate  as 
we  consider  major  measures  to  help  man¬ 
kind  in  its  constant  warfare  against 
disease,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial  from 
the  May  14,  1959,  issue  of  the  Newport 
Daily  News  of  Newport,  R.I. 

The  title  of  the  editorial  is  “Another 
Manhattan  Project”  and  it  asks  an  all- 
out  battle  on  cancer  as  our  No.  1  public 
enemy. 

This  editorial  is  written  from  the 
heart — from  a  personal  tragedy  in  the 
home  of  the  writer  whose  desire  is  to 
lift  that  shadow  from  other  homes. 

The  editorial  is  deeply  moving  and 
thought-provoking,  and  it  reveals  the 
pattern  of  thinking  throughout  our  land. 
It  is  a  distinct  contribution  to  our  de¬ 
liberations. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  follows: 

Another  Manhattan  Project 

In  what  proved  to  be  a  successful  effoR  to 
beat  the  Nazis  in  evolving  the  atomic/bomb, 
President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  and  his 
scientific  and  military  advisers  resorted  to 
what  was  called  Manhattan  proja  ’ 

Teams  of  highly  qualified  everts  were 
given  every  facility  they  believed  essential  to 
the  task  set  them.  Money  pfras  no  object. 
If  laboratories  were  needed,  these  were  built. 
Apparatus,  technical  impedimenta  of  all 
kinds,  superexpensive  materials — all  were 
supplied  without  stint  Jbr  limitation.  The 
only  consideration  was  the  goal — produce  the 
bomb.  It  was  produced. 

Many  believe  th/  time  has  arrived  for 
this  Nation  to  briKg  into  being  k  new  kind 
of  Manhattan  poSject.  Only  this  time  its 
objective  would/be  not  something  to  destroy 
life,  but  something  to  save  life.  A  cure  for 
cancer 

Cancer  is/the  No.  I  public  enemy.  Of  late 
the  dark  shadow  of  this  terrible  affliction  has 
been  seeji  in  public  life.  Secretary  of  State 
Dulles  j6  slowly  dying  of  it.  Arthur  Godfrey, 


one  of  America's  favorite  entertainers,  has 
been  operated  on  for  it.  Gen.  Nathan  F. 
Twining,  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  has  just  had  part  of  a  lung  removed, 
and  as  this  is  written  it  is  feared  cancer 
has  attacked  him. 

We  appropriate  billions  of  dollars  for 
many  things.  We  spend  and  spend  and 
spend,  sometimes  not  wisely,  but  far  too 
liberally.  Isn’t  it  time  we  concentrated  on 
discovering  the  cause,  treatment,  and  cure 
of  the  most  horrible  disease  that  attacks  the- 
human  body?  Why  not,  then,  another  all- 
out  project,  not  to  destroy,  but  to  save, 
human  beings? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  having  been  read  the 
third  time,  the  question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 
On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  hav¬ 
ing  been  ordered,  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexica  [Mr.  Cha¬ 
vez],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  Senators  from  Oklahoma/ 
Mr.  Kerr  and  Mr.  Monroney],  the 
mator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis]  ,  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  absent  on 
official\business. 

I  also  -announce  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston]  is  ab¬ 
sent  becau\e  of  a  death  in  bis  family. 

I  further  ''announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Harj]  is  absent  be 
cause  of  illnessy 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Chavez ]\]  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  ChurchY  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas  TUhe  Senators  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr/  Kerr  \nd  Mr.  Monro¬ 
ney],  the  Sei/t tor  from  JJississippi  [Mr. 
Stennis],  the  Senator  ffcom  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hart],  and  the  Senates  from  South 
Carolina  tMr.  Johnston]  \ould  each 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  fW>m  Vir¬ 
ginia/ Mr.  Byrd]  is  paired  with  rise  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  [Mt.Yran- 
dolth].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Men¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  would  vote 
nd  the  Senator  from  West  Virg 
would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hickenlooper],  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Morton],  and  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall], 
are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Gold- 
water]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley]  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  are  detained  on  of-^ 
ficial  business. 


The  result  was  announced— yeas  63, 
nays  17,  as  follows: 

yeas — 63 

Aiken  Carroll 

Allott  Case,  n.J. 

Anderson  Case,  S.  Dak. 

Bartlett  Clark 

Beall  Cooper 

Bible  Cotton 

Bush  Dodd 

Byrd,  W.  Va.  Eastland 
Cannon  Engle 

Carlson  Ervin 


Frear 

Fulbright 

Gore 

Green 

Gruening 

Hartke 

Hayden 

Hennings 

Hill 

Humphrey 


Jackson 

McNamara 

Pastore  / 

Javits 

Magnuson 

Prouty  / 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Mansfield 

Proxnhre 

Jordan 

Martin 

Scoty 

Keating 

Morse 

Sm/hers 

Kefauver 

Moss 

Smith 

Kennedy 

Mundt 

Sparkman 

Kuchel 

Murray 

^Symington 

Long 

Muskie 

/Williams,  N.J. 

McCarthy 

Neuberger  / 

Yarborough 

McGee 

O’Mahoney  / 
NAYS-/17 

Young,  Ohio 

Bennett 

Eliender/ 

Robertson 

Butler 

Hollancr 

Russell 

Capehart 

HruskA 

Schoeppel 

Curtis 

Lanser 

Thurmond 

Dirksen 

Laufeche 

Williams,  Del. 

Dworshak 

McClellan 

STOT  VOTING— 

-18 

Bridges  ,  J 

Hart 

Randolph 

Byrd,  Va.  '  / 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Chavez  / 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Stennis 

Church  / 

Kerr 

Talmadge 

Douglas  / 

Monroney 

Wiley 

Goldwa,ter 

Morton 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

So  the  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  41) 
wa/  passed. 

’he  title  was  am  ended, 'so  as  to  read: 
'Joint  resolution  to  establish  a  National 
ititute  for  International  Health  and 
Medical  Research,  to  provide  for  inter¬ 
national  cooperation  in  health  research, 
research  training,  and  research  plan¬ 
ning,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  preamble  was  amended  so  as  to 
read : 

Whereas  It  Is  recognized  that  disease  and 
disability  are  the  common  enemies  of  all 
nations  and  peoples,  and  that  the  means, 
methods,  and  techniques  for  combating  and 
abating  the  ravages  of  disease  and  disability 
and  for  improving  the  health  and  health 
standards  of  man  should  be  sought  and 
shared,  without  regard  to  national  bound¬ 
aries  and  divisions;  and 

Whereas  advances  in  combating  and  abat¬ 
ing  disease  and  in  the  positive  promotion  of 
human  health  can  be  stimulated  by  support¬ 
ing  and  encouraging  cooperation  among 
scientists,  research  workers,  and  teachers  on 
an  international  basis,  with  consequent  ben¬ 
efit  to  the  health  of  our  people  and  of  all 
peoples;  and 

Whereas  there  already  exist  tested  means 
for  international  cooperation  in  matters  re¬ 
lating  to  health,  including  the  World  Health 
Organization,  the  Pan  American  Health  Or¬ 
ganization,  and  the  United  Nations  Chil¬ 
dren’s  Fund  (UNICEF),  with  which  the 
United  States  is  identified  and  associated, 
and  it  is  highly  desirable  that  the  United 
States  establish  domestic  machinery  for  the 
maximum  mobilization  of  its  health  re¬ 
search  resources,  the  more  efficiently  to  co- 
‘  >perate  with  and  support  the  research, 
^search -training  and  research-planning  en¬ 
deavors  of  such  international  organizations: 
Thetefore  be  it. 

MrS.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  chat  the  vote  by  which  the  joint 
resolution  was  passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  HIM,.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motiojj  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
Ihe  table. 


SUPPORT  LEVEL  FOR  TOBACCO 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  285,  Senate  bill  1901. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
1901)  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  act  of 


1959 


co* 


) 


July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect 
the  level  of  support  for  tobacco. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  Senators,  I  wish  to 
state,  after  consultation  with  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader,  that  the  tobacco  bill  having 
been  made  the  pending  business,  no  ac¬ 
tion  will  be  taken,  and  debate  will  begin 
tomorrow  as  soon  after  the  morning 
hour  as  possible.  There  will  be  no 
further  votes  today. 
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Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  Presided' 


insurance  plans  save  for  such  industries 
where  companywide  plans  cover  all  employ¬ 
ees.  No  effort  has  been  made  since  early  in 
the  Eisenhower  administration  to  establish  a 
system  of  health  insurance.  In  1957  Rep¬ 
resentative  Forand,  of  Rhode  Island,  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  to  have  social  security  extend  to 
provide  hospital,  surgical  and  nursing  home 
benefits  to  the  aged.  It  has  been  vigorously 
opposed  by  the  American  Medical  Associa¬ 
tion,  American  Dental  Association  and  the 
hospital  and  nursing  home  associations. 
One  reason  for  nonaction  was  the  estimate 
by  the  Social  Security  Administration  that 
the  cost  of  care  under  the  Forand  bill  would 
run  to  $835  million  in  1959.  Congress  did 
pass  a  bill  in  1958,  H.R.  9822,  for  a  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging.  This  will  be 
held  in  January  1961.  Also  for  medical  or¬ 
ganizations  created  a  Joint  Council  To  Im¬ 
prove  the  Health  Care  of  Aged,  whose  pur¬ 
pose  was  to  find  ways  to  get  private  sources 
to  write  health  insurance  for  the  aged. 

In  this  country,  the  immediate  concern  is 
over  medical  and  nursing  care  for  the  aged, 
while  Canada  launches  a  nearly  universal 
s  program  to  provide  hospital  care  for  all. 


frequently  we  focus  our  attention  man  _  _  _ _ 

thousands  of  miles  away  and  forget  \spite  of  all  these  benefits,  however,  Canada 
What  is  taking  place  just  north  of  US,  still  loses  some  30,000  a  year  of  its  people 
in  the  land  of  our  closest  neighbor,  Can-  who  emigrate  to  the  U.S.A. 

ada.  The  Oregon  Daily  Statesman  of  _ 

Salem,  for  May  15,  1959,  published  a 
most  comprehensive  and  informative 
editorial  about  the  health  program  now 
underway  under  the  joint  auspices  of 
the  Canadian  National  Government  and 
the  governments  of  6  out  of  the  10  Prov¬ 
inces  of  Canada.  Because  this  editorial 
provides  so  much  information  which 
has  not  been  published  widely  elsewhere 
in  the  United  States,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  included  in  the  body 
of  the  Record.  I  might  add  that  the 
editor  and  publisher  of  the  Oregon 
Daily  Statesman  is  Charles  A.  Sprague, 
distinguished  journalist  and  a  former 
outstanding  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Oregon.  The  editorial  is  especially  time¬ 
ly  because  the  Senate  today  has  passed 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  41,  providing 
for  International  Health  and  Research 
under  the  NIH. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Canada’s  Health  Program 

Canada,  in  its  own  way  keeps  moving 
along  as  a  welfare  state.  Many  of  the  prov¬ 
inces,  perhaps  all,  have  universal  old  age 
grants  and  subventions  for  births.  Now  all 


-Proposed  repeal  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  ON  ALL  FARM  COMMODI¬ 
TIES  \ 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  submit,  after 
the  Senate  adjourns  tonight,  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  so-tealled  wheat  bill,  Senate 
bib  1968.  \  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  pf  the  Senator 
from  Indiana?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered.  / 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  ,Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  I  propose  to  Submit  to  the 
wheat  bill,  Senatehill  1968,  would  repeal 
all  price  supports  on  all  farm  commodi¬ 
ties  after  this  Calendar  year,  or  begin¬ 
ning  January  1,  1960. 

It  would  repeal  all  price  supports  on 
all  the  commodities  the  prices  of  which 
we  are  now  supporting.  It  would  like¬ 
wise  freeze  the  surplus  or  Government 
stockpile,  except  for  certain  purposes  as 
directed  by  the  President. 

My  amendment  would  permit  sale 
fr6m  the  stockpile  for  export.  It  would 
permit  sale  for  the  school  lunch  pro- 


but  one  have  an  insurance  system  which/  gram.  It  would  permit  sales  and  giants 
covers,  or  will  when  put  into  operation,  hos*  to  feed  hungry  peoplev  The  surplus 


pitalization  including  ward  accommoda¬ 
tions,  musing,  drugs.  X-rays,  surgical  sup¬ 
plies  and  use  of  operating  room.  Quebec  is 
the  holdout.  The  Canadian  provinces 
haven’t  gone  as  far  as  Britain  for  fujf  social¬ 
ized  medicine — services  of  physicians  and 
surgeons  are  not  covered  under  Xh/ plan  as  in 
the  mother  country. 

'  The  financing  is  contributory  by  the  pub¬ 
lic  except  in  Newfoundland  and  British 
Columbia  where  individual^are  not  assessed. 
In  6  of  the  10  provinces  participation  in 
hospital  insurance  is  compulsory.  Ontario’s 
plan  is  partly  voluntary  but  93  percent  of 
the  population  are  enrolled.  There  the  fee 
is  $2.10"  per  indivdqal  per  month  and  $4.20 
per  family.  These/payments  cover  about  a 
third  of  the  cost./ The  remaining  two-thirds 
are  shared  50-50  by  the  province  and  the 
federal  government.  The  hospital  program 
was  launches  by  five  provinces  July  1,  1958. 
Its  spread  Tptas  been  rapid  in  the  subsequent 
months. 

In  the'  United  States  reliance  is  still  put 
on  voluntary  participation  in  Blue  Cross  or 


could  be  disposed  of  in  many  other 
ways.  « 

My  amendment  would  likewise  permit 
the  President  of  the  United  States  to  sell 
in  the  domestic  market  anything  from 
the  stockpile  at  100  percent  of  parity. 
If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  President,  an 
emergency  existed,  if  prices  of  farm 
products  were  out  of  line,  if  there  were 
a  drought,  or  if  there  were  other  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  created  an  emergency, 
the  President  could  permit  the  sale  out 
of  the  stockpile,  but  only  at  100  percent 
of  parity.  — '  , 

We  must  do  one  of  two  things.  Either 
we  must  repeal  the  price  support  laws, 
which  my  amendment  would  do,  or  we 
must  go  back  to  90  or  100  percent  of 
parity,  because  the  system  under  which 
we  are  operating  will  not  work.  My 
amendment  will  be  printed  and  made 
available  to  Senators  tomorrow.  It  is  a 


proposed  amendment  to  the  Wheat  Ac 
It  would  freeze  the  surplus.  We  co*6d 
thereby  dispose  of  the  $9  billion  to- $10 
billion  worth  of  surplus  commodities 
which  the  Government  has  on  hahd,  and 
any  other  commodities  which  might 
come  into  the  stockpile  during  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  year.  The  sjii-plus  could 
be  disposed  of  in  an  orderly  fashion.  I 
believe  it  would  require  at  least  5  years 
to  dispose  of  it.  My  amendment  would 
repeal  price  support  Mws  with  respect 
to  all  commodities.  / 

Therefore,  starting  next  January,  the 
.  farmer  could  star#  the  year  as  though 
there  never  had/been  any  Government 
farm  regulations  or  laws.  We  would 
freeze  the  $9  billion  or  $10  billion  worth 
of  surpluses 'and  dispose  of  them  in  an 
orderly  way. 

We  cannot  continue  to  spend  $5  bil¬ 
lion  a  year  on  price  supports,  or  $6*4 
billion  a  year  to  operate  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  when  all  that  is  being 
accomplished  is  the  building  up  of  fur¬ 
ther  surpluses,  without  doing  any  good 
for  the  farmers.  In  other  words,  what 
/is  happening  at  the  moment  is  that  the 
cost  is  going  up,  the  surpluses  are  in¬ 
creasing  and  farm  prices  are  staying  at 
about  the  same  level  or  are  going  lower. 
It  is  silly  and  it  is  ridiculous.  It  makes 
no  sense. 

I  introduced  an  omnibus  farm  bill 
about  3  weeks  ago.  I  could  not  get  too 
much  help  on  it.  I  am  now  submitting 
my  amendment  to  the  wheat  bill.  It 
would  repeal  all  price  support  laws,  in 
an  effort  to  be  helpful  and  in  trying 
to  solve  the  so-called  farm  problem. 
The  farm  problem  is  now  getting  as 
troublesome  to  the  taxpayer  as  it  is  to 
the  farmers.  It  is  not  doing  the  farm¬ 
ers  any  good,  and  it  is  costing  the  tax¬ 
payers  many  billions  of  dollars. 

I  hope  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  and  the  Senate  and  the 
Congress  will  giv.e  real  consideration  to 
the  amendment  I  am  submitting.  Per¬ 
haps  there  is  a  better  way  to  solve  the 
problem  than  my  amendment  proposes. 
If  there  is,  let  us  find  out. 

However,  I  say  the  time  has  arrived 
when  Congress  must  face  the  issue.  We 
cannot  afford  to  delay  action  until  next 
year.  We  ought  to  face  the  issue  this 
year.' 

We  must  either  get  rid  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  or  we  should  devise  a  plan,  which 
is  workable  and  will  actually  help  the 
farmer,  and  which  will  be  less  costly  to 
the  American,  taxpayer  than  the  present 
plan.  \ 

I  am  submitting  the  amendment  be¬ 
cause  I  feel  we  Must  have  some  place 
from  which  to  stat^.  I  am  doing  it  so 
that  we  may  get  everyone  interested 
in  it  and  so  that  we  may  have  a  great 
deal  of  debate  on  the.subject  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  I  am  doing  it  in 
behalf  of  the  American  taxpayers  and 
the  American  farmers.  They  are  both 
vitally  interested  in  it. 

Mr.  Benson  has  told  us  that  the  pres- 
*ent  system  is  not  working.  The,  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  has  sair 
not  working.  The  cost  of  the  prc 
indicates  that  it  is  not  working, 
prices  indicate  that  it  is  not  particular  y 
helping  the  farmer.  So  I  say,  Mr. 
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President,  let  us  have  the  courage  to 
face  the\issue,  because  only  Congress 
can  change^  the  law,  and  only  Congress 
can  establish,  new  policies. 

I  repeat  that  my  amendment  to  the 
wheat  bill  would  repeal  all  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  all  comhaodities  after  this  year, 
effective  as  of  January  1  next  year.  It 
would  freeze  the  $9  billion  or  $10  billion 
surpluses  on  January  1.  It  would 
freeze  the  stockpile  and  would  permit 
an  orderly  disposal  of,  it,  so  that  it 
would  not  interfere  with  what  the  farm¬ 
ers  produce  and  what  the  %irmers  grow 
from  that  time  forward. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  \  _ 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  am  glad  to\ield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wonder\if  I 
clearly  understood  the  Senator,  is  he 
saying  that  after  this  crop  year,  starting 
in  1960,  his  amendment,  if  enacted  into 
law.  would  repeal  the  price  supports  ori\ 
all  farm  commodities? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
offer  any  alternative? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  We  would  freeze 
the  surplus  and  dispose  of  it  in  an  order- 
■  ly  way.  On  January  1,  the  $9  billion  or 
$10  billion  worth  of  surplus  would  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  in  an  orderly  way.  My  best 
judgment  is  that  it  would  take  about  5 
years  to  do  so.  We  would  take  the  sur¬ 
plus  Qut  of  competition  with  what  the 
farmers  would  start  to  grow  next  year. 
We  must  get  rid  of  this  costly  program, 
which  is  not  helping  the  farmers. 
There  may  be  other  ways  of  doing  it,  but, 
in  any  event,  this  is  one  way  of  doing  it. 

Mr.  Benson  says  the  present  program 
is  not  working.  Mr.  Benson  says  we 
ought  to  enable  the  farmers  to  operate 
their  own  farms  and  conduct  their  own 
business.  I  am  sure  he  would  be  100 
percent  for  the  amendment.  I  have  not 
discussed  it  with  him.  It  is  my  own 
idea.  However,  I  am  sure  that  he  will 
be  for  it,  because  he  has  been  telling  us 
the  present  program  is  not  workable. 
The  President  has  said  so  in  his  annual 
message  to  Congress.  I  am  certain  that 
Secretary  Benson  will  support  this  idea. 

I  say  that  based  on  many  statements  he 
has  made. 

Our  price  supports  are  becoming.  s( 
low — and  the  price  supports  set  the  ma/ 
ket  prices — that  the  farmers  would/be 
better  off  if  we  had  no  price  supports 
at  all.  I  say  that  because  under  the  law 
a  ceiling  is  provided.  Under  thq/law  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  must/Sell  com¬ 
modities  from  the  stockpile  jbt  5  percent 
above  the  existing  support/brice.  That 
means  that  if  the  support  juice  on  wheat 
is  75  percent,  wh^at  iysold  from  the 
stockpile  at  80  percent  That  sets  the 
market  price.  If  w f  are  to  have  sup¬ 
port  price^-jye  mu^t  at  least  get  rid  of 
that  particub^law.  If  we  are  going  to 
push  support"  prices  farther  down,  as 
has  been  suggested  by  some,  and  have  a 
law  which  provides  that  $9  or  $10  billion 
worth  of  commodities  in  the  stockpile 
must  be  spld  at  5  percent  above  the  sup¬ 
port  prj/e,  the  program  cannot  work. 

:  doing  is  piling  up  more  costs 
fortpre  taxpayers  and  building  up  larger 
surpluses,  and  setting  the  market  price 
percent  above  the  support  price.  So 


I  say  let  us  do  one  of  two  things.  I  am 
submitting  my  amendment  to  eliminate 
price  supports  effective  as  of  January 
1.  If  Congress  in  its  wisdom  does  not 
wish  to  do  that,  let  us  repeal  the  law 
which  provides  that  the  surplus  must  be 
sold  at  5  percent  above  the  support  price. 
If  we  are  to  have  support  prices,  let  us 
put  the  support  prices  on  a  basis  which 
wilLbe  helpful  to  the  farmer.  If.  we  are 
going  to  tax  the  taxpayer  $5  or  $6  billion 
a  year,  let  us  at  least  make  certain  that  it 
is  going  to  help  the  farmer.  It  is  not 
helping  the  farmer  at  the  moment. 
Farm  prices  are  going  lower  and  lower. 
I  shall  hand  the  amendment  to  the  desk 
in  a  moment.  I  have  already  obtained 
unanimous  consent  to  file  it  tonight. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed 
and  will  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
inquired  from  the  distinguished  Senator 
\from  Indiana  as  to  his  proposal,  because 
it,  is  so  far  reaching  that  I  did  not  want 
toNmisunderstand  its  implications  or  its 
purpose. 

I  have  known  for  some  time  that  the 
policy  hf  the  administration  has  been  toy 
eliminate  support  prices.  I  believe  th; 
the  Senator  from  Indiana,  with  his  usu&l 
candor  and\frankness,  has  stated  fo,r  us 
quite  clearly\what  he  believes  to  be  the 
attitude  of  thb  Secretary-3  of  Agriculture 
and  of  the  administration. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREYS.  I  yipfd. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Tet/me  say  that  I 
have  not  discussed  thehiatter  with  Sec¬ 
retary  Benson  or  the. administration.  I 
am  submitting  the/amen^ment  on  my 
own  initiative. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  have  nofcvdiscussed 
it  with  anyone:  I  have  said — and  I  now 
repeat — that' the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  $aid  that  the  present  program 
is  not  wbrking.  He  is  recommending 
lower  price  supports.  The  President 

ual  message  said  that  the  pro\ 
is  not  working.  I  have  not  dis¬ 
cussed  the  proposal  I  am  making  tonight 
1th  either  the  President  or  the  Secre- 
ary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand.  I 
understand  also  that  the  Senator  said  he 
thought  Mr.  Benson  would  be  in  favor 
of  it.  He  indicated  quite  frankly  and 
honestly  that  the  Secretary  does  recom¬ 
mend  lower  price  supports. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  said  I  thought  the 
Secretary  would  be  for  it  because  he 
has  repeatedly  said  that  whe  he  is 
trying  to  do  is  to  get  the  Government 
out  of  the  farming  business,  to  permit  the 
farmers  to  grow  what  they  pjease  and 
when  they  wish  and  how  they  wish.  He 
has  repeatedly  so  stated.  He  has  said 
it  in  every  one  of  his  speeches.  For  that 
reason,  I  think  he  might  well  be  for  that 
proposal. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  is  always  frank 
and  candid.  There  is  a  wholesomeness  in 
his  presentation.  ' 


In  reality,  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  wants  to  get  the  Government  out  of 
the  farm  business.  But  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture-  also  follows  a  program  iff 
getting  the  farmers  out  of  the  farm  bvki- 
ness.  We  are  really  going  through  ,4uite 
a  process  of  elimination.  Let  us  he  quite 
candid  about  it.  Let  us  be  as  clead-  in  the 
statements  which  we  make  ovl  agricul¬ 
tural  policy  as  the  Senator  frdm  Indiana 
is  clear  and  precise  in  his/amendment. 

The  administration  has/its  own  farm 
program.  In  the  first  jt  years,  the  ad¬ 
ministration  said  it  could  not  be  held  ac¬ 
countable  for  the  accumulation  of  sur¬ 
pluses  and  the  rise  iri  the  cost  of  the  farm 
program  because  Until  1954,  according  to 
the  administration’s  spokesmen,  the 
administration/ was  allegedly  burdened 
with  the  P9licies  of  the  previous  ad- 
ministratioj-’ 

But  in  L954  a  farm  policy  or  program 
was  adopted- — not  with  my  help,  I  might 
add— ^hich  was  along  the  lines  of  the 
administration’s  proposals.  Flexible 
prjCe  supports  were  written  into  the  law 
oji  the  theory  that  if  price  supports  were 
lexed  down,  it  would  be  possible  to  con¬ 
trol  production.  The  theory  was  that  if 
price  supports  were  lower,  crop  produc¬ 
tion  Would  be  lower. 

At  that  time  the  administration  did 
not  talk  about  getting  the  Government 
out  of  the  farm  price-support  business. 
It  talked  about  getting  the  Government 
out  of  the  90-percent  price-support  pro¬ 
gram.  The  administration  then  wanted 
a  75-  to  90 -percent  ratio.  That  was 
granted.  It  was  not  granted  happily, 
but  reluctantly.  Nevertheless,  it  was 
granted. 

Two  other  farm  bills  have  been  passed 
by  Congress.  Both  have  been  vetoed  by 
the  President.  Twice  Congress  has  had 
to  pass  legislation  which  met  the  re¬ 
quirements  and  the  standards  of  the 
administration.  The  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  now  on  the  statute  books 
is  the  price-support  program  which  was 
testified  to  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  his  assistants  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

It  is  true  that  the  Secretary  is  now 
b^ore  the  committee  asking  that  sup¬ 
ports  be  lowered  even  further,  despite 
the  fact  that  with  price  supports  on 
oats  ahd  rye  at  60  to'  65  percent  of  par¬ 
ity,.  theXmoduction  of  those  commodities 
goes  up  instead  of  down;  despite  the  fact 
that  whenthe  supports  on  corn  are  low¬ 
ered,  the  production  of  corn  goes  up 
instead  of  dov 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yielck? 

Mr.  HUMPHRI 
ment;  I  will  yield  la£ 

Despite  a  $1.10  bushel  guaranteed 
price  on  corn  under  tne  present  price- 
support  program,  which\this  adminis¬ 
tration  wanted,  and  whicnsit  propagan¬ 
dized  a  minimum  numberW  farmers 
into  accepting  in  a  referendum,  less  than 
20  percent  of  the  farmers  even  voting, 
the  prediction  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  today  is  that  the  corfvcrop 
will  be  the  largest  in  the  Nation’s^ 
tory. 

I  thoroughly  concur  in  some  of  the 
statements  the  Senator  from  Indiana 


Not  at  the  mo- 
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SENATE 


1.  TOBACCO.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  1901,  to  modify  price  supports  for  tobacco, 
pp.  7863-74 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Butler  to  strike  from  the  first  section  or 
the  bill  "Agricultural  Act  of  1948"  wherever  it  appears,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  "Agricultural  Act  of  1949. :  p.  7369 

Sen,  Jordan  stated  the  purpose  of  the  bill  as  follows: 

"It  provides  that  there  shall  be  no  increase  in  the  dollars  and  cents 
level  of  price  supports  on  most  types  of  tobacco  above  the  1958  price 
support  level  until  price  support  computed  under  old  parity  exceeds 

the  1958  dollars  and  cents  level.  It  further  provides  that  in  the  event 
the  price  support  under  old  parity  exceed  1958  supports,  then  the  oecre  ary 


2 


1 


shall  choose  between  old  parity  or  new  parity  in  setting  price  supports, 
whichever  is  lower. 

"The  practical  effect  of  the  bill  will  be  to  prevent  an  increase  of 
about  1  to  2  cents  per  pound  in  tobacco  prices  each  year  for  the  next  4 
to  6  years." 


pas  sas 


2.  WHEAT.  Began  debate  on  S.  1968,  to  revise  price  supports  and  acreage  allotment: 
for  wheat.  pp.  7874-6,  7890-2,  7922-3 

Agreed  to  a  unanimous-consent  agreement  by  Sen.  Johnson  that  beginning  Fri. 
lay  22,  debate  on  any  amendment,  except  the  Capehart  amendment  in  the  nature/o: 
d'ysubstitute,  shall  be  limited  to  one-half  hour,  and  debate  on  final 
sh&U  be  limited  to  3  hours,  pp.  7890-2 

ve  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committed  "held 
an  executive  session  to  consider  proposed  amendments  to  S.  1968,  to  strengthen 
the  wheat  marketing  quota  and  price  support  program,  which  bill  is  now  the 
Senate's  unfinished  business.  The  committee  disapproved,  by  a  vote  of  6  to  10 
a  substitutes  bill  which  would  have  provided  for  a  mandatory  cut  pf  20  percent 
in  wheat  acreage  allotments  with  a  price  support  of  85  percent  of  parity. 
Committee  also  /disapproved,  by  a  vote  of  7  to  9,  proposed  amendments  which 
would  have  provided  price  supports  of  75  percent  of  parity  pb  producers  plant¬ 
ing  full  allotment's,  and  85  percent  of  parity  to  those  producers  reducing 
acreage  allotments  3Q  percent  or  more."  pp.  D3 79-80 


/ 


/ 


3.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reporte<jwith  amendments  H.  R. 
5805,  the  Treasury-Post  Office  appropriation  bill  f/r  I960  (S.  Rept.  305),  and 
H.  R.  5676,  the  D.  C.  appropriation  bill  for  1S60,(S.  Rept.  304).  p.  7850 

Agreed  to  a  unanimous -consent  request  by  Sen. /"Hayden  to  provide  that,  during 
adjournments  or  recesses  of  tne  Senate  during  tfie  1st  session  of  the  86th 
Congress,  the  Appropriations  Committee  shall  Joe  authorized  to  report  appropria¬ 
tion  bills,  including  joint  resolutions,  wijth  accompanying  notices  of  motions 
to  suspend  paragraph  4  of  rule  16  Cyhich  prohibits  legislative  provisions  in 
appropriation  bills)  for  the  purposeSof  Offering  certain  amendments  to  such 
bills  or  joint  resolutions,  p.  7856  v 


4.  NOMINATION .  Received  the  nomination/of  Brd^ks  Hays  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority.  Board,  /p.  7924 


HOUSE 


House 


5.  HOUSING.  Passed,  261-160,  with  amendments  S.  57,  iHae  housing  bill, 
conferees  were  appointed. /  pp.  7928-71,  7978-9 

Agreed  to  a  series  of/ amendments  to  change  the  me^pd  of  financing  from  the 
1  backdoor"  method  or  Treasury  authorizations  to  direct  Congressional  appropri¬ 
ations.  These  amendjHfents  had  been  previously  adopted  by\he  Committee  of  the 
Whole  (see  Digest  §d) . 

As  passed,  S.  includes  provisions  for  farm  housing  research  grants 


and  housing  for/tnigratory  farm  labor  through  the  insurance  oF 
loans  made  by  /private  lenders. 


;he  farm  home 


6.  WATERSHEDS. /Received  from  the  Agriculture  Committee  a  letter  announcing  the 
approval  /f  projects  in  Ala.,  Iowa,  Tenn.  ,  and  Utah  under  the  Watered  Pro¬ 
tection/and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  p.  7927 


7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H\R. 
73£3,  the  State,  Justice,  Judiciary,  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bir  * 
)r  1960  (H.  Rept.  376).  p.  7981 
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thNconduct  of  elections  is  highly  desir¬ 
able  \n  that  these  media  provide  a  means 
for  public  information.  We  need  to  en- 
courag<K  the  fair  use  of  these  media, 
which  sehve  to  better  inform  the  citi¬ 
zenry  on  public  issues. 

Section  315  of  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934  endeavored  to  chart  the 
course  for  faii\  broadcasting  behavior. 
It  required  broadcasters  to  afford  fair 
and  equal  opportunities  for  all  candi¬ 
dates  to  use  a  broadcasting  station. 
Last  February,  in  the.Lar  Daly  case  the 
FCC  interpreted  this  Section  to  mean 
that  broadcasters  must  g^ant  candidates 
equal  time  in  newscasts — l^ot  merely  on 
the  candidate’s  political  speeches.  This 
decision  has  rightly  met  with  consider¬ 
able  ci'iticism  from  broadcasters  and 
newspapermen  alike. 

Dr.  Frank  Stanton,  president  Vf  the 
Columbia  Broadcasting  System/.  at¬ 
tacked  the  decision  as  “perhaps  the  mpst 
severely  crippling  decision  ever  to 
handed  down  with  regard  to  broadcast 
•journalism.’’  Dr.  Stanton  said  the  FCC 
ruling  “attempts  to  substitute  a  ridicu¬ 
lous  mathematical  formula  for  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  news  editors  in  handling 
the  news  of  political  campaigns.” 

Mr.  Robert  W.  Sarnoff,  chairman  of 
the  board  of  National  Broadcasting  Co., 
similarly  warned : 

The  danger  of  Government  intervention 
in  the  programing  process  is  very  real. 

Editorial  reaction  has  been  equally 
critical. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  an  editorial  from  the  Sioux 
Falls  (S.  Dak.)  Argus  Leader  of  March 
25,  1959,  entitled  “Absurd  Restrictions 
on  Newscasts.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Absurd  Restrictions  on  Newscasts 

Television  and  radio  stations  are  in  a  dither 
now  over  a  recent  ruling  of  the  Federal  Com¬ 
munications  Commission  granting  equal  time 
to  political  candidates  on  newscasts. 

What  is  disturbing  about  the  new  ruling 
is  its  #cope.  It  came  in  connection  with  an 
incident  in- Chicago.  The  city’s  mayor,  a, 
candidate  for  reelection,  was  depicted  in 
televised  newscast  while  greeting  a 
guished  visitor  at  the  airport.  Another  can¬ 
didate  for  mayor  contended  he  was  entitled 
to  equal  time  even  though  there  was 
ing  in  the  airport  newscast  about/politics 
or  the  election.  The  FCC  ruled  than,  he  was. 

The  problem  that  this  has  imposed  upon 
the  radio  and  television  stations  in  respect 
to  news  reports  is  obvious.  Mr  they  present 
a  governor  performing  some  /fficial  act  dur¬ 
ing  a  campaign,  they  are  Required  to  give 
equal  time  to  all  oth<jr  candidates  for 
governor.  r. 

T|he  difficulty  impaled  herein  can  be 
brought  close  to  hoofie  by  considering  the 
mayoralty  campaign*  in  Sioux  Falls.  If  a 
television  or  radiar  station  presents  Mayor 
Fay  Wheeldon  gunng  an  addres^  of  welcome 
to  a  convention^  as  he  does  frequently,  they 
apparently  aryobligated  to  give  similar  time 
on  the  air  to/the  three  other  candidates. 

This  problem  was  brought  to  the  attention 
of  Presidamt  Eisenhower  last  week  and  he 
termed  /he  FCC  ruling  “ridiculous.”  And 
so  it  isf  Obviously  radio  and  television  sta- 
tion/vill  be  grossly  hampered  in  their  pre- 
ftion  of  the  news  if  this  ruling  is  to 
cqrftinue.  There  are  frequently  as  many  as 


10  or  12  candidates  for  an  office.  In  situa¬ 
tions  such  as  that  the  broadcasters  and  tele¬ 
casters  would  be  virtually  forced  to  ignore 
news  in  which  a  certain  official  who  is  a  can¬ 
didate  might  be  involved. 

The  basic  point  involved  is  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  law.  The  FCC  says  it 1 
is  merely  doing  what  the  law  says  it  must 
do.  If  so,  most  certainly  the  law  should  be 
changed.  No  such  restriction  should  apply 
to  the  dissemination  of  news. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  president  has  termed  sec¬ 
tion  315  “ridiculous.”  Mr.  John  Doerfer, 
Chairman  of  the  FCC,  has  called  for 
repeal  of  section  315.  Attorney  General 
Rogers’  recent  memorandum  urged  that 
the  FCC  reverse  its  equal  time  ruling  in 
the  Lar  Daly  case. 

We  pride  ourselves  on  freedom  of 
speech  and  press  in  this  .country.  But  a 
ruling  which  can  indirectly  inhibit  the 
handling  of  news  would  be  as  injurious 
to  a  firee  press  and  free  speech  as  censor¬ 
ship. 

To  require  equal  time  for  all  candf 
lates  in  the  coverage  of  news  is  as  absur 
requiring  of  a  newspaper  equal  spai 
to\all  candidates,  including  minor  i/c 
tipnSf  It  would  make  candidates/the 
judges  of  news  values;  abuse  wo/fd  be 
inevitaVde. 

An  innqrmed  electorate  is  esgfential  in 
democracy^  Feeding  the  news  to  the 
public  by  a ^measuring  spoor/ or  regulat¬ 
ing  its  quantity  by  a  stopwatch  is  hardly 
the  way  to  acdqmplish  this  desired  ob¬ 
jective.  Rathei\  reporting  of  the  news 
should  be  left  t o\t h e/d i s c r e t i o n  of  the 
news  media.  NewsSJdy  stopwatch  would 
be  news  by  State  control. 

In  our  review  hi  thX  important  piece 
of  legislation,  y»elieve  shat  we  need  to 
provide  assurgrtice  that  n/nority  groups 
will  be  protected.  The  legislation  which 
has  been  introduced  to  re  vis/section  315 
recognize/ the  minority  groupk  with  re¬ 
spect  to r  candidates  for  the  (Suffice  of 
President  or  Vice  President  of  theNtJnited 
Stated.  At  the  same  time,  the  definitions 
set/forth  would  not  require  that  eWal 
tijzie  be  provided  for  mere  publicly 
Tekers  who  are  not  bona  fide  candidate 
''unless  they  represent  a  substantial  num¬ 
ber  of  supporters. 

I  have  been  concerned  with  the  fact 
that  the  proposed  legislation  does  not 
provide  definitions  of  qualified  candi¬ 
dates  for  State  and  local  offices,  includ¬ 
ing  Members  of  Congress.  However,  I 
am  assured  that  this  matter  is  being 
given  further  study  and  that  amend¬ 
ments  will  undoubtedly  be  offered  in 
committee  to  cover  this  field. 

I  would  not  wish  to  see  this  legislation 
in  anyway  infringe  upon  the  rights  of 
legitimate  fringe  parties  who  have  candi¬ 
dates  for  any  office. 

Another  section  of  the  bill  to  revise 
section  315  would  free  newscasts  and 
similar  type  programs  which  are  under 
the  exclusive  control  of  the  broadcasting 
from  the  equal  time  requirement.  Unless 
a  change  of  this  type  is  forthcoming,  we 
may  well  see  radio  and  television  forced 
out  of  the  business  of  covering  political 
campaigns.  This  result  would  be  unfor¬ 
tunate  indeed  for  the  American  people 
and  their  right  to  be  informed  on  public 
issues. 


I  hope  that  in  our  consideration  of  the 
legislation  to  revise  section  315  ye  can 
thoroughly  review  this  importanj/subject 
and  provide  a  sensible  solution^ 


SUPPORT  LEVEL  FOR  TOBACCO 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  un¬ 
finished  business,  Senate  bill  1901. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
(bill  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  bill 
(S.  1901)  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  act  of 
July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the 
level  of  support  for  tobacco. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask. 
unanimous  consent  that  Mr.  Frank  Ellis, 
assistant  to  the  Honorable  Frank  Stub¬ 
blefield,  Member  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  from  the  First  District  of 
Kentucky,  be  accorded  the  privilege  of 
the  floor  during  the  consideration  of 
S.  1901.  Mr.  Ellis  has  worked  on  this 
proposed  legislation  in  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
an  urgent  need  for  the  passage  of  the 
pending  bill,  S.  1901. 

I  say  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  a 
number  of  reasons. 

First  of  all,  this  year's  tobacco  crop 
has  been  planted,  and  farmers  in  the  to¬ 
bacco  growing  areas  are  anxious  to  know 
what  the  level  of  price  supports  will  be 
on  the  1959  crop. 

The  intent  and  purpose  of  S.  1901  are 
simple.  This  bill  would  prevent  for  an 
indefinite  period  further  increases  in 
tobacco  prices — further  increases  which 
will  occur  unless  the  existing  law  is 
changed. 

Without  going  into  detail,  I  should  like 
to  point  out  how  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  came  about. 

For  the  past  year  growers,  warehouse¬ 
men,  manufacturers,  exporters,  and  oth¬ 
ers  interested  in  tobacco  have  been  con¬ 
cerned  ove£  steady  increases  in  prices 
which  have  resulted  from  the  use  of 
modernized  parity  in  computing  price 
supports. 

For  some  time  it  has  been  obvious  that 
important  export  markets  will  be  se¬ 
riously  endangered  unless  tobacco  prices 
are  stabilized. 

As  a  result  of  the  impending  danger 
to  exports,  a  group  of  leaders  in  the 
tobacco  industry  began  a  series  of  meet¬ 
ings  last  fall  in  an  effort  to  work  out 
a  sound  and  reasonable  solution  to  the 
problem. 

It  was  a  matter  of  stabilizing  prices 
and  regaining  export  markets,  or  of  tak¬ 
ing  a  sharp  reduction  in  acreage. 

It  was  agreed,  after  a  conference  with 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  that  the 
growers,  warehousemen,  manufacturers, 
and  exporters  themselves  would  take  the 
lead  in  a  movement  to  stabilize  tobacco 
price  supports. 
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I  am  certain  that  this  willingness  on 
the  part  of  all  segments  of  the  tobacco 
industry  played  an  important  part  in 
the  decision  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
made  to  continue  for  1959  the  same  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  which  were  in  effect  for 
tobacco  in  1958. 

Shortly  after  Congress  convened  in 
January,  a  bill,  H.R.  5058,  was  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  of  Representatives  by 
Representative  Jennings.  At  a  hearing 
in  February  on  this  bill,  no  less  than  17 
tobacco  organizations  appeared  before 
the  House  Subcommittee  on  Tobacco  and 
supported  it  unanimously. 

After  the  hearings  the  bill  was  slightly 
modified  and  approved  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  S.  1901  is 
identical  to  the  amended  version  of  H.R. 
(-5058. 

The  effect  of  S.  1901  is  simple.  It 
provides  that  there  shall  be  no  increase 
in  the  dollars  and  cents  level  of  price 
supports  on  most  types  of  tobacco  above 
the  1958  price  support  level  until  price 
support  computed  under  old  parity  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  1958  dollars  and  cents  level. 
It  further  provides  that  in  thte  event  the 
price  support  under  old  parity  exceeds 
1958  supports,  then  the  Secretary  shall 
choose  between  old  parity  or  new  parity 
in  setting  price  supports,  whichever  is 
lower. 

The  practical  effect  of  the  bill  will  be 
to  prevent  an  increase  of  about  1  to  2 
cents  per  pound  in  tobacco  prices  each 
.  year  for  the  next  4  to  6  years. 

On  a  number  of  occasions,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  been  asked  to 
give  its  views  on  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion.  There  have  been  several  answers. 
In  none  of  the  answers,  of  which  I  am 
aware,  is  there  outright  disapproval.  In 
some  answers,  the  Department  has  said 
that  the  pending  legislation  would  be  a 
definite  improvement  over  existing  legis¬ 
lation. 

The  Department’s  report  on  S.  1901 
was  not  received  until  yesterday  morn¬ 
ing.  It  is  almost  identical  to  other  re¬ 
ports  on  the  same  legislation,  with  one 
exception.  In  preceding  reports,  the 
Department  has  said  such  proposed 
legislation  represented  an  improvement 
over  existing  law.  In  the  report  yester¬ 
day,  the  Department  says  the  bill  does 
not  go  far  enough. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that*  a  copy 
of  the  Department  report  received  yes¬ 
terday  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

May  19,  1959. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender. 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  XJ.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender  :  This  is  in  reply  to 
your  request  for  a  report  on  S.  1901,  a  bill  to 
amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  and  the  act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabi¬ 
lize  and  protect  the  level  of  support  for 
tobacco. 

This  bill  provides  that  the  level  of  price 
support  for  tobacco  shall  not  exceed  the  1958 
crop  support  level  until  such  time  as  90  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  computed  in  the  manner  used 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1948  exceeds  the  1958  crop  support 
level  or  90  percent  of  parity  computed  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  and  that  thereafter  the 


support  level  shall  be  90  percent  of  parity 
computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  or 
computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whichever 
f  is  lower.  The  bill  excepts  Connecticut  Val¬ 
ley  cigar  binder  types  51  and  52  for  which 
parity  was  recently  redetermined  under  sec¬ 
tion  301(c)(1)(F)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  also 
excludes  those  kinds  of  tobacco  for  which 
marketing  quotas  were  not  in  effect  in  1958, 
namely,  Pennsylvania  filler  type  41  and 
Puerto  Rican  filler  type  46. 

We  estimate  that  the  index  of  prices  paid 
by  farmers  would  have  to  increase  about  16 
percent  for  Burley  and  11  percent  for  flue- 
cured — our  major  export  tobacco— before  the 
old  parity  provision  would  go  into  effect  and 
the  freeze  removed.  The  extent  of  the  in¬ 
crease  required  on  the  various  types  of 
tobaccos  is  shown  in  the  attached  table. 

The  Department  is  convinced  that  the  Uni¬ 
ted  States  can  produce  competitively  a 
quality  of  tobacco  which  cannot  be  dupli¬ 
cated  anywhere  else  in  the  world,  and  that  we 
should  sincerely  try  to  find  someway  to  let 
our  farmers  produce  it.  Tobacco  farmers 
-have,  under  the  present  rigid  program,  been 
sacrificing  their  longtime  best  interests  for 
possible  temporary  gains.  At  a  time  when 
world  consumption  of  tobacco  is  increasing 
at  the  rate  of  5  percent  a  year,  our  exports 
have  been  decreasing  relatively  at  a  rapid 
rate.  Although  it  is  generally  recognized  that 
the  economy  of  the  tobacco  grower  in  many 
types  of*  tobacco  is  heavily  dependent  upon 
exports,  we  continue  to  follow  a  course  that  is 
continuously  shrinking  our  share  of  the  world 
market. 

We  believe  that  the  present  price  support 
program  with  its  built-in  system,  of  con¬ 
stantly  increasing  support  prices  will,  over 
the  next  10  years  cause  us  to  lose  most  of  our 
commercial  export  markets  and  force  the  do¬ 
mestic  industry  to  100  percent  utilization  of 
the  tobacco  leaf.  While  the  proposed  bill 
will  eliminate  or  at  least  minimize  the  sub¬ 
stantial  increases  in  the  support  levels  which 
otherwise  will  occur  in  the  next  few  years 
under  the  present  support  system,  we  believe 
that  the  use  of  any  measuring  device  for  price 
support  purposes  which  fails  to  take  into 
account  present  day  production  technology, 
is  most  unwise.  Unfortunately,  both  old 
parity  and  modernized  parity  rely  heavily  on 
price  relationships  which  existed  when  farm¬ 
ing  was -almost  entirely  a  mule  and  plow,  and 
a  man  and  hoe,  operation. 

The  Department  feels  that  the  tobacbo 
program  should  be  modified  on  a  positive 
basis  designed  to  achieve  increased  disap¬ 
pearance  of  U.S.  tobacco  with  a  corresponding 
opportunity  for  increased  production  and 
higher  allotments.  A  proposal  for  a  positive 
modification  of  the  tobacco  program  was  out¬ 
lined  in  a  memorandum  dated  January  19, 
1959,  from  the  Department  ,to  the  President, 
as  follows: 

“Farmers  who  grow  tobacco  have  been 
losing  markets  at  home  and  abroad.  As 
prices  of  U.S.  tobacco  increase,  foreign  buyers 
change  their  blends  and  turn  to  other  sources 
of  supply.  They  may  never  be  induced  to 
return  to  our  markets.  The  present  old  laws 
result  in  price  supports  at  continually  rising 
levels.  Acreages  at  home  have  been  severely 
cut  to  low  levels  while  acreage  and  produc¬ 
tion  expand  abroad. 

“Legislation  should  be  enacted  to  relate 
the  support  price  to  the  market  average  or, 
if  the  parity  formula  as  a  basis  for  price 
supports  is  continued  in  use,  to  provide  wide 
discretion  in  the  level  of  supports. 

“In  addition,  modifications  of  the  control 
program  may  be  in  order.  Tobaceo  growers 
have  widely  discussed  the  desirability  of ' 
modifying  the  present  control  system.  Their 
ideas  of  providing  either  a  poundage  quota 
or  a  poundage-acreage  control  have  merit.” 


This  bill  fails  to  go  far  enough  in  correcting 
this  sitaution  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  It  would  freeze  price  supports  for  to¬ 
bacco  at  current  high  levels,  thus  hampering 
efforts  to  expand  markets  and  to  curtail 
foreign  production  Instead  of  such  a  freeze 
we  need  more  discretion  in  setting  tlie  sup¬ 
port  level  so  that  we  can  regain  markets  rigid 
supports  have  lost  for  tobacco. 

2.  It  would  put  back  into  use  a  formula 
which  previously  was  discarded  by  Congress 
because  it  resulted  in  unrealistic  parity 
prices.  Under  the  old  formula  parity  price 
for  tobacco  is  based  on  the  level  of  prices 
in  1934-38  for  Flue-Cured  and  Burley,  and 
1919-28  for  other  tobaccos,  modified  to  the 
extent  that  prices  paid  by  farmers  have 
changed.  Use  of  this  base  period  some  20  to 
30  years  ago  fails  to  recognize  the  changes 
which  have  occurred  in  farm  technology 
since  then,  and  the  changes  in  intercommod¬ 
ity  relationships.  It  was  these  shortcomings 
which  led  Congress  to  adopt  a  modernized 
parity  which  takes  into  consideration  price 
relationship  in  a  recent  10-year  period. 

3.  It  would  result  in  a  dual  standard  of 
parity  prioes.  Since  old  parity  is  the  lower  of 
the  two  parities,  it  would  be  used  for  tobacco 
whereas  new  parity  would  be  used  for  other 
commodities.  If  we  are  to  use  parity  pries 
as  a  standard  for  price  support,  we  should  use 
the  same  formula  for  all  commodities. 

4.  It  would  continue  to  place  tobacco 
.growers  at  an  advantage  over  producers  of 
other  crops.  Currently,  tobacco  is  the  only 
price  support  commodity  where  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  no  discretion  in  setting  support 
levels.  This  level  is  and  has  been  higher  in 
terms  of  percent  of  parity  than  it  has  been 
for  other  crops  where  even  under  present  law 
some  discretion  is  permitted. 

This  bill,  S.  1901,  reflects  a  recognition  of 
the  soundness  of  the  administration’s  posi¬ 
tion  that  the  present  program  is  destroying 
markets  rather  than  building  then! 

This  bill,  S.  1901,  reflects  a  recognition  that 
the  present  law  can  only  result  in  decreased 
allotments. 

The  Department  feels  that  the  bill  is  not 
adequate  and  that  the  administration’s  to¬ 
bacco  program  outlined  above  is  far  better. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advised  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 


Increase  in  old  parity  for  tobacco  required 
before  90  percent  of  parity  becomes  ef¬ 
fective  support  level  under  S.-i901 


Tobacco  types 

* 

1958 

support 

level 

90  percent 
of  old 
parity 
May  1, 
1959  i  . 

Increase 
required 
in  old 
parity 
before 

90  percent 
of  old 
parity 
becomes 
effective 
support 
level 

Per  pound 

Per  pound 

Percent 

Flue-cured  (11-14) . 

$0.  546 

$0.  492 

11.0 

Burley  (31) _ 

.554 

•  .478 

15.9 

Maryland  (32) _ 

.  508 

.412 

23.3 

Dark  air-cured  (35-36).. 

.345 

.  176 

96.0 

Virginia  sun-cured  (37) . 

.345 

.237 

45.  0 

Fire-cured  (21) . . 

.388 

.249 

55.8 

Fire-cured  (22-23) _ 

m 

.388 

-  .217 

78.8 

1  Computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  tiie  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  with  revised  parity  index. 


Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  pass  the  bill  unanimously. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  express  disappointment 
that  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul- 
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ture  and  Forestry  did  not  hold  hearings 
with  regard  to  a  bill  of  this  importance. 
I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  is  able  and  willing  to  tell  the 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee  exactly 
how  much  lower  the  price  support  would 
be  on  the  crop  for  1959  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill  than  it  would  be  if  the 
bill  were  not  enacted  into  law? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  From  1  to  2  cents. 

Mr.  GORE.  From  1  to  2  cents  per 
pound? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  that  on  Flue-cured  or 
Burley? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  The  Flue-cured  and 
the  Burley  vary  a  little. 

There  were  extensive  hearings  held 
in  the  Hohse  of  Representatives,  which 
I  and  a  number  of  others  attended. 
Representatives  of  the  Flue-cured  and 
Burley  segments  of  the  industry  were  in 
attendance,  and  both  segments  of  the 
industry  were  agreed  on  the  bill.  They 
were  willing  to  take  a  small  reduction  in 
price  in  order  to  keep  the  price  from 
going  up,  a  process  which  is  getting  them 
into  trouble  in  the  foreign  markets. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  not  the  Senator  con¬ 
cerned  that  the  bill  would  provide  for 
going  back  to  the  base  period  of  20  or 
30  years  ago  for  a  yardstick  on  parity? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  This  bill,  for  all  prac¬ 
tical  purposes,  would  freeze  the  price 
support  at  the  1958  level.  It  could  not 
go  back  far  enough  to  hurt  the  industry. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  effect  it  would  freeze 
the  support  on  an  actual  dollars-and- 
cents  basis,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  At  the  1958  level. 

Mr.  GORE.  Does  that  mean  that  the 
formula  fixed  in  the  bill  would  have  lit¬ 
tle  or  no  effect? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  It  would  not  have  any 
effect  for  several  years.  Next  year  it 
can  be  changed  if  it  works  a  hardship. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  read  the  letter  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  agree 
with  something  he  says,  and  disagree 
with  others.  Is  it  correct  that  the  bill, 
to  the  extent  that  a  formula  is  used, 
would  use  a  base  period  of  20  or  30  years 
ago? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  That  is  correct — the 
old  parity. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  not  that  a  rather  sharp 
departure?  If  we  are  to  have  a  parity 
formula,  should  it  not  be  a  moving  pari¬ 
ty  formula,  one  more  nearly  commensu¬ 
rate  with  current  conditions? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  The  trouble  with  the 
modernized  parity  formula  which  is  now 
being  used  is  that  it  is  more  of  an  esca¬ 
lator.  Tobacco  prices  have  been  going 
up  steadily  every  year,  because  of  the 
new  formula.  Tobacco  is  becoming  so 
high  priced  that  we  are  rapidly  losing 
our  export  markets.  Unless  we  can  ex¬ 
port  a  large  proportion  of  our  tobacco, 
we  shall  be  in  serious  trouble.  The 
growers,  warehousemen,  and  others  agree 
that  there  will  be  another  acreage  cut 
unless  action  is  taken.  As  the  Senator 
knowns,  some  of  the  growers  have  less 
than  one  acre.  If  a  farmer  has  six- 
tenths  of  an  acre  or  less,  pretty  soon  he 
is  going  out  of  the  tobacco  business.  It 
is  felt  that  the  bill  will  stabilize  the  price 
of  tobacco,  to  the  point  where  the  grow¬ 
ers  can  compete  with  tobacco  produced 


in  other  areas  of  the  world,  which  is  be¬ 
coming  a  serious  threat  to  the  American 
crop. 

Mr.  GORE.  So  long  as  the  cost  of 
living  remains  reasonably  constant,  and 
the  cost  of  production  for  the  farmer 
does  not  greatly  increase,  the  tobacco 
farmer  can  be  reasonably  satisfied,  I  take 
it,  with  a  price  support  level  frozen,  as 
the  bill  provides,  at  the  current  level. 
Does  the  bill  which  the  Senator  advo¬ 
cates  make  any  provision  for  an  increase 
in  the  price  support  of  flue-cured  and 
Other  types  of  tobacco  in  the  event  that 
there  should  be  an  increase  in  the  cost 
of  production  and  in  the  cost  of  living? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  As  the  old  parity  goes 
up,  the  price  support  will  go  up  with  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  understood  the  Senator 
to  say,  however,  that  the  bill  would  freeze 
the  price  support  level  at  the  current 
dollar-and-cent  level  of  last  year’s  crop. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Of  the  1958  crop. 

Mr.  GORE.  How  long  would  that 
apply? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Until  the  old  paiwty 
catches  up  with  it.  We  do  not  know  how 
long  that  will  be.  It  is  below  the  1958 
crop  level  now.  The  old  parity  is  con¬ 
siderably  less,  in  dollars  and  cents,  than 
the  1958  level.  It  could  be  6  or  7  years 
before  the  old  parity  catches  up  with  the 
1958  level. 

Mr.  GORE.  How  would  it  catch  up — 
by  reason  of  an  increase  in  the  cost  of 
the  various  items  which  go  to  make  up 
parity? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  An  increase  in  the 
cost  of  whatever  goes  to  make  up  parity. 
The  Senator  knows  the  items  which  are 
used  in  computing  parity. 

Mr.  GORE.  About  how  much  would 
the  cost  of  living  be  advanced  before  the 
old  parity  formula  reached  the  level  of 
the  current  price  supports? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  The  Senator’s  guess 
on  that  is  as  good  as  mine.  I  do  not 
know. 

Mr.  COOPER,  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  testimony  was 
that  the  costs  of  the  things  farmers  buy 
would  have  to  increase  11  percent  before 
parity  for  flue-cured  tobacco  would  reach 
the  1958  level.  However,  I  believe  the 
cost  of  things  farmers  buy  would  have 
to  increase  16  percent  in  the  case  of 
burley  before  old  parity  would  reach  the 
1958  level. 

Mr.  GORE.  A  16-percent  increase 
would  represent  quite  a  great  deal  of  in-  , 
flation.  So  practically  speaking,  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  would  agree,  I 
take  it,  with  the  statement  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Carolina,  that  for  prac¬ 
tical  purposes  the  bill  would  freeze  price 
supports  at  the  level  of  price  supports 
for  the  1958  crop. 

Mi-.  COOPER.  No;  I  would  have  to 
disagree  with  that.  It  is  estimated  that 
if  the  cost  of  living  should  continue  to 
rise  at  the  same  rate  as  it  has  risen  in 
the  past,  within  a  period  of  from  3  to  5 
years  old  parity  would  catch  up  with  the 
1958  levels  of  tobacco  supports,  as  they 
were  determined  under  of  modernized 
parity.  At  that  point,  assuming  that 
both  modernized  parity  and  old  parity 
continued  to  rise,  the  lower  of  the  two 


would  prevail,  and  would  fix  the  level  of 
price  supports. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  participated  in  the  re¬ 
writing  of  the  parity  formula,  as  did  the 
senior  Senator  from  Kentucky,  I  believe. 
We  thought  we  were  doing  the  wise  and 
the  right  thing  at  the  time.  Did  we  seri¬ 
ously  err?  .Or  have  conditions  changed 
so  that  we  need  to  return  to  the  formula 
which  we  discarded? 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Jordan]  was  the  author 
of  the  bill.  I  remember  very  clearly 
when  the  parity  formula  was  changed,  in 

1948.  In  1949  the  Anderson-Gore  bill 
was  passed,  which  reenacted  the  mod¬ 
ernized  parity  formula  of  the  1948  law. 

The  Senator  is  familiar  with  the  fact 
that  the  old  parity  concept  was  based 
upon  the  principle  that  the  prices  tobac¬ 
co  growers  received  for  their  tobacco 
must  bear  a  strict  relation  to  the  cost  of 
the  goods  and  services  they  purchase. 
There  are  some  300  items  of  goods  and 
services  taken  into  consideration  in  fixing 
that  relationship ;  and  it  was  based  upon 
a  definite  base  period.  The  Senator  will 
remember  that  in  1948,  and  again  in 

1949,  the  parity  formula  was  changed  to 
the  so-called  modernized  parity. 

In  that  formula  two  factors  were  in¬ 
troduced  which  did  not  obtain  in  the  old 
parity  formula.  One  was  the  factor  of 
the  continually  advancing  10-year  pe¬ 
riod.  The  base  period  is  a  10-year  period 
which  advances  yearly.  The  computa¬ 
tion  is  based  upon  the  average  of  that 
10-year  period.  If  there  is  a  period  of 
continually  advancing  prices,  the  effect 
is  that  the  average  automatically  goes 
up  on  the  price  side,  whether  or  not 
there  is  any  advance  on  the  cost  side. 

The  second  factor  which  was  intro¬ 
duced  into  modernized  parity  was  that 
the  pai'ity  for  any  one  commodity  must 
bear  a  relationship  to  the  parity  for  all 
other  agricultural  commodities. 

These  two  new  factors  have  had  an 
influence  in  advancing  the  price  of 
tobacco.  They  bear  no  relationship  to 
the  costs  which  farmers  must  pay.  One 
of  them  is  the  continually  moving  base 
period.  The  average  price  dui-ing  the 
base  period  can  go  up  if  the  price  in 
recent  years  is  rising. 

The  second  factor  is  that  because 
parity  for  other  farm  commodities  has 
decreased,  the  ratio  has  automatically 
caused  the  parity  for  tobacco  to  go  up. 

That  situation,  which  bears  no  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  cost  the  farmer  is  paying, 
has  brought  about  this  steadily  increas¬ 
ing  and  automatically  advancing  price 
support  for  tobacco.  The  farmer  has 
welcomed  it.  I  recall  that  when  we  wrote 
it  into  the  bill  in  1948,  we  did  so  be¬ 
cause  we  were  afraid  that  after  the  war 
there  would  be  decreases,  and  we 
wanted  to  protect  the  farmer. 

Now,  tobacco  farmers  and  their  or¬ 
ganizations  have  agreed  that  their 
prices  are  reasonable,  and  they  prefer 
to  have  them  stabilized  at  this  point. 
That  is  the  reason  why  my  good  friend 
from  North  Carolina,  the  author  of  the 
bill,  has  said  that  the  farmers  have 
proposed  that  price  supports  for  tobacco 
be  stabilized  at  the  1958  level.  That 
level  of  support  would  be  maintained. 
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as  the  Senator  has  so  ably  pointed  out, 
until  old  parity  catches  up. 

The  reason  old  parity  is  written  into 
the  bill  is  that  it  would  bring  back  into 
play  the  very  principle  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  has 
mentioned — that  is,  consideration  of 
costs  borne  by  the  farmer. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  will  yield  further,  as 
I  understand,  it  is  proposed  to  bring  the 
level  into  play,  if  need  be,  and  if  cir¬ 
cumstances  are  sufficient  to  bring  it 
automatically  into  play,  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  the  farmer  some  protection 
against  the  possibility  of  an  inflationary 
rise'  in  his  own  costs.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  That  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  GORE.  To  that  extent  I  agree 
that  it  is  good.  I  am  hardly  convinced 
by  the  explanation  of  the  able  Senator 
from  Kentucky,  that  the  factors  which 
have  brought  about  the  increase  in  price 
supports  are  intrinsically  bad.  It  seems 
to  me  that  they  have  had  the  very  pur¬ 
pose  and  the  very  effect  of  relating  the 
price  support  on  tobacco  to  the  level  of 
our  national  economy. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  hope  that  Senator 
will  strike  from  his  remark  any  refer¬ 
ence  that  I  said  it  was  bad.  I  did  not 
say  that. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  certainly  did  not  intend 
to  place  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  in 
a  false  light. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  merely  pointed  out 
that  these  factors  in  the  new  formula 
have  caused  this  automatic  advance, 
which  tobacco  growers  believe  has 
reached  the  point  where  the  price  should 
be  stabilized. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  certainly  did  not  wish 
to  say  anything  other  than  what  is  de¬ 
sired  by  the  Senator  from  Kentucky,  in 
referring  to  what  he  said.  They  have 
had  the  effect  which  we  intended  they 
should  have,  and  I  believe  it  must  be 
measured,  as  I  understand  both  Sen¬ 
ators  to  say,  by  its  effect  upon  the 
export  market. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Not  only  the  export 
market,  but~the  domestic  market  also. 
Tobacco  is  the  only  commodity  which 
is  carrying  tiself.  It  is  not  costing  the 
Government  any  money.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  does  not  store  tobacco.  The  to¬ 
bacco  farmers — through  their  tobacco 
cooperatives — do  that  themselves.  They 
naturally  do  not  wish  to  create  a  great 
surplus. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  agree  that  the  tobacco 
price  support  program  has  been  the 
most  successful  part  of  the  price  support 
program. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  has  been  so  success¬ 
ful  that  it  alone  retains  90  percent  of 
parity  in  price  supports. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  has  been  so  successful 
through  farmer-owned  and  operated  co- 
gperatives  that  I  wish  to  see  it  contin¬ 
ued.  I  wish  to  do  what  is  necessary  to 
continue  it.  I  am  raising  these  ques¬ 
tions  with  that  intent  and  desire.  I  feel 
some  concern  that  the  bill  would  aban¬ 
don  for  purposes  of  the  export  market, 
a  modern  parity  formula,  and  substitute 
therefor  a  dollar-and-cents  freeze.  The 
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bill  has  the  advantage,  as  the  Senator 
has  stated,  of  having  in  reserve,  so  to 
speak,  the  old  parity  formula,  which  will 
provide  some  protection  for  the  farmer. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding  to  me 
so  generously. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  I  wish  to  add  to  the 
very  fine  statement  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  that  the  growers  and  ware¬ 
housemen  and  exporters  are  all  in  favor 
of  the  bill.  They  are  thoroughly  agreed 
on  it.  Not  a  single  tobacco  grower  or¬ 
ganization  from  any  State  which  pro¬ 
duces  tobacco  was  against  it.  They 
were  all  in  favor  of  it.  , 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  a  telegram  from 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
expressing  concern  about  the  bill. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  That  js  the  national 
organization.  That  is  not  the  State  or¬ 
ganization  in  Georgia  or  North  Carolina 
or  South  Carolina  or  Alabama  or  Ken¬ 
tucky  or  Virginia.  Also  every  one  of  the 
tobacco  farm  organizations  was  repre¬ 
sented,  and  every  one  of  them  was  in 
favor  of  the  bill.  The  bill  was  written 
at  their  request.  It  passed  through  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House 
after  hearings  were  held  on  it.  How¬ 
ever,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  of  the  House,  when  there 
was  some  indication  that  the  farmers 
did  not  understand  the  bill,  and  per¬ 
haps  were  not  in  favor  of  it,  went  to  the 
various  areas.  I  know  he  came  to  North 
Carolina.  He  called  group  meetings  to 
explain  the  bill  to  the  farmers.  The 
farmers  all  said,  “Yes;  we  are  for  it. 
That  is  what  we  want.” 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  suggesting  that  if  we  must 
make  a  choice  between  the  North  Caro¬ 
lina  organization  and  the  national  or¬ 
ganization,  he  will  look  to  his  home 
State  organization? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  I  have  usually  taken 
that  attitude  on  various  questions. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
speak  in  support  of  S.  1901.  It  was  in¬ 
troduced  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  and 
has  been  reported  to  the  Senate  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
without  a  dissenting  vote.  I  am  very  ap¬ 
preciative  of  the  fact  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  asked  me  to  join 
with  him  in  sponsoring  the  bill.  I  as¬ 
sume  he  did  so  because  of  my  interest  in 
tobacco,  and  because  my  State  of  Ken¬ 
tucky  is  the  largest  producer  of  burley 
tobacco  in  the  Nation,  as  the  State  of 
North  Carolina  is  the  largest  producer  of 
Flue- cured  tobacco. 

I  do  not  wish  to  take  the  time  of  the 
Senate  to  discuss  the  bill  at  length. 
However,  because  of  question  which  have 
been  raised  about  the  bill,  and  the  ap¬ 
parent  misunderstanding  on  the  part  of 
at  least  some  Members  of  the  Senate 
about  its  purposes,  I  wish  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  make  a  record  on  the  bill, 
in  the  hope  that  it  will  be  helpful  to 
Members  of  the  Senate,  and  helpful  in 
the  proceedings  which  will  take  place  in 
the  House. 

As  my  colleague  from  North  Carolina 
has  said,  the  pending  bill  is  identical  to 
H.R.  5058,  sponsored  by  Representative 
W.  Pat  Jennings,  of  Virginia,  which  has 
been  reported  to  the  House  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  by  an  over¬ 


whelming  majority.  I  believe  there  was 
only  one  vote  against  it  in  the  House 
committee.  % 

I  must  say  frankly  that  this  bill  is 
opposed,  as  has  been  stated  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  by  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  or 
at  least  by  a  majority  of  the  directors  of 
the  national  Farm  Bureau  organization. 
To  my  surprise,  I  understand  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  today  sent 
a  special  message  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  voicing  opposition  to  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  pending  bill. 

As  against  this  opposition,  I  point  out 
that  during  the  extensive  hearings  held 
by  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
representatives  of  tobacco  growers,  farm 
organizations,  and  tobacco  cooperatives 
and  associations  in  the  major  tobacco- 
producing  States — States  producing  bur- 
ley,  Flue-cured,  Dark-fired,  Dark  Air- 
cured,  and  Sun-cured  tobacco — testified 
in  support  of  the  bill. 

I  can  say  to  the  Senate  that  tobacco 
growers,  tobacco  warehousemen,  tobacco 
dealers,  tobacco  export  associations — 
and  also  the  State  farm  bureau  federa¬ 
tions  in  the  six  major  tobacco-growing 
States,  which  produce  more  than  83 
percent  of  all  U.S.  leaf — support  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  list  of  the  organizations  which 
support  the  bill.  They  are  35  in  num¬ 
ber,  and  include  farm  organizations  rep¬ 
resenting  tobacco  growers  in  Kentucky, 
Tennessee,  South  Carolina,  Georgia,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  North  Carolina,  Wisconsin,  Ohio, 
and  Maryland. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Organizations  Supporting  Tobacco  Bill 

Interstate  organizations:  Burley  and  Dark 
Leaf  Tobacco  Export  Association,  Burley 
Auction  Warehouse  Association,  Bright  Belt 
Warehouse  Association,  Tobacco  Associates, 
Flue-Cured  Tobacco  Cooperative  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  Corp.,  National  Grange,  National  Farm¬ 
ers  Union,  Burley  Leaf  Tobacco  Dealers  As¬ 
sociation,  Leaf  Tobacco  Exporters  Associa¬ 
tion,  Plant  Food  Institute  of  North  Carolina 
and  Virginia,  Association  of  Dark  Tobacco 
Dealers  and  Exporters,  Conn-Mass  Tobacco 
Cooperative,  Inc.,  National  Cigar  Leaf  To¬ 
bacco  Association. 

Kentucky:  Kentucky  Farm  Bureau,  Burley 
Tobacco  Growers  Cooperative  Association, 
Western  Dark-Fire-Cured  Tobacco  Growers 
Association,  Stemming  District  Tobacco  As¬ 
sociation. 

Tennessee:  Burley  Stabilization  Coopera¬ 
tive,  Eastern  Dark-Fire-Cured  Tobacco 
Growers  Association. 

South  Carolina:  South  Carolina  Farm 
Bureau,  South  Carolina  Grange,  South  Caro¬ 
lina  Tobacco  Warehouse  Association. 

Georgia:  Georgia  Farm  Bureau. 

Virginia:  Virginia  Farm  Bureau,  Virginia 
Farmers  Union,  Virginia  Burley  Tobacco 
Growers  Association. 

North  Carolina :  Farmers  Federal  Coopera¬ 
tive,  North  Carolina  Grange,  North  Carolina 
Farm  Bureau. 

Wisconsin:  Northern  Wisconsin  Coopera¬ 
tive  Tobacco  Pool,  Inc.,  Wisconsin  Tobacco 
Growers  Association. 

Ohio:  Cigar  Tobacco  Cooperative. 

Maryland:  Maryland  Tobacco  Cooperative, 
Maryland  Farm  Bureau. 

New  York:  Leaf  Tobacco  Board  of  Trade, 
New  York  City. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
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at  this  point  in  the  Record,  a  statement 
of  the  total  amount  of  tobacco  produced 
in  the  1958  crop  by  six  of  the  States 
mentioned  in  the  list.  The  table  indi¬ 
cates  that  these  States  produced  al¬ 
most  85  percent  of  all  tobacco  grown  in 
the  United  States.  The  tobacco  grow¬ 
ers  in  these  States  support  the  bill. 

There  being-  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Total  tobacco  produced,  by  selected  States, 
1958  crop 


State 

Number 
of  allot¬ 
ments 

Har¬ 

vested 

(acres) 

Produc¬ 
tion 
(thou¬ 
sands  of 
pounds) 

Kentucky - - - 

175, 147 

220, 200 

326, 348 

North  Carolina _ 

139,642 

438,  300 

755, 455 

South  Carolina. - 

27, 127 

76,  000 

131, 100 

Virginia . . . . 

50,  724 

83, 600 

137, 678 

Georgia . — - 

28,  842 

59, 100 

91,018 

Maryland _ 

6,852 

34,000 

31, 450 

Total,  6  States. . - 

Percent  of  tobacco 
produced  by  6 
States  of  the  United 

428, 334 

911,  200 

1,  473, 049 

States _ 

i  73.9 

84.6 

84.8 

U.S.  total _ 

579,  964 

1, 077, 600 

1, 736, 204 

1  Growers. 


Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  before 
I  speak  about  the  purposes  of  the  bill,  I 
should  say  that  I  do  not  believe  the 
opposition  to  the  bill  could  be  based  upon 
the  single  and  clear  purpose  of  the  bill 
itself,  which  is  to  limit  the  automatic  and 
artificial  yearly  advance  in  the  level  of 
support  prices  for  tobacco.  If  the  oppo¬ 
sition  is  for  any  other  reason — if  it  is 
opposition  against  the  tobacco  program 
itself,  or  against  the  90  percent  price  sup¬ 
ports  which  burley  and  Flue-cured  to¬ 
bacco  have  enjoyed  for  years- — I  do  not 
believe  that  such  opposition  is  relevant  or 
is  supported  by  the  facts. 

I  myself  have  supported  the  existing 
tobacco  program  for  tobacco  growers,  in¬ 
cluding  the  principle  of  support  prices 
based  on  90  percent  parity,  for  that  pro¬ 
gram  has  worked  well. 

In  my  remarks  today,  I  shall  explain 
the  purpose  of  the  bill,  which  is  designed 
to  protect  that  tobacco  program.  I  shall 
also  explain  the  reasons  upon  which  the 
tobacco  program  rests.  Tt  has  been  the 
most  effective  farm  program  in  the 
United  States — for  tobacco  farmers,  for 
the  tobacco  industry,  and  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  Government  itself  and  the 
taxpayers,  with  respect  to  program  costs 
and  the  revenue  produced  by  tobacco. 

The  bill  would  amend  section  101(c)  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  which  is 
itself  an  amendment  of  the  Agricultural 
Acts  of  1938  and  1948. 

What  is  its  purpose?  The  reports  of 
both  the  House  and  Senate  Committees 
on  Agriculture  describe  it  briefly  as  an 
amendment  “to  stabilize  and  protect  the 
level  of  support  for  tobacco.”  I  believe 
that  is  a  very  good  short  description. 

But  specifically,  as  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan]  has  said, 
the  bill  provides  that  the  1958  level  of 
price  support  in  dollars  and  cents — for 
example,  55.4  cents  a  pound  for  burley, 
determined  by  the  so-called  modernized 
parity  formula — shall  remain  in  effect, 
and  shall  not  be  increased  until  such  time 
as  the  level  of  price  supports  determined 


by  old  parity  catches  up  with  the  1958 
level  of  price  supports.  After  that  time, 
the  level  of  tobacco  supports  would  be 
based  on  the  lower  of  the  two  computa¬ 
tions,  whether  under  old  or  modernized 
parity. 

The  House  report  estimated  that  it 
would  be  from  3  to  5  years  before  old 
parity  supports  would  equal  the  1958  dol- 
lar-and-cent  level  of  supports.  So  we 
can-assume  that  support  levels  would  re¬ 
main  stabilized  at  last  year’s  level  for  at 
least  that  period — from  3  to  5  years. 
They  could  remain  stabilized  after  that 
time,  if  the  cost  of  the  things  which 
farmers  must  buy  does  not  continue  to 
advance. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  modernized  parity,  en¬ 
acted  by  Congress  in  1948  and  reenacted 
in  1949,  and  old-parity,  which  was  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  and  which  prevailed  until 
January  1,.  1950. 

Perhaps  the  simplest  explanation  is 
that  old  parity  is  a  formula  under  which 
the  prices  a  grower  receives  for  his  to¬ 
bacco  bear  relationship  only  to  the  cost 
of  some  300  products  and  services  he 
must  buy.  Modernized  parity  intro¬ 
duces  two  additional  factors.  One  is  the 
average  price  over  a  constantly  moving 
10-year  period.  The  second  is  that  the 
level  of  prices  for  all  other  agricultural 
commodities  is  taken  into  consideration. 
These  factors  have  no  direct  relation  to 
the  costs  a  farmer  must  bear. 

The  consequence  of  the  modernized 
parity  formula  as  applied  to  tobacco  has 
been  a  steadily  advancing  level  of  price 
supports  without  relation  to  costs. 

I  point  out  again,  as  I  did  a  few  min¬ 
utes  ago  in  my  colloquy  with  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  that  when 
the  modernized  formula  was  written  into 
law,  we  sought  to  give  assurance  that 
there  would  not  be  the  great  drops  in 
farm  prices  which  occurredmfter  World 
War  I.  We  were  looking  to  the  point  of 
protecting  tobacco  farmers  in  the  years 
which  were  ahead.  But  it  is  a  fact  that 
the  modernized  formula,  at  least  with 
respect  to  tobacco,  has  placed  tobacco  in 
difficulty,  competitively,  with  the  grow¬ 
ing  volume  of  foreign-produced  tobacco. 
It  could  adversely  affect  the  market  and 
sales  for  tobacco  in  the  United  States. 
If  this  should  occur,  it  could  increase  the 
Government’s  investment  in  crop-sup¬ 
port  loans,  and  could  lead  to  acreage  re¬ 
ductions  for  tobacco  growers.  I  think 
we  will  all  agree  that  tobacco  growers 
cannot  stand  further  cuts  in  their  acre¬ 
age  allotments. 

So  the  bill  represents  the  initiative'  and 
voluntary  action  of  tobacco  growers  and 
the  tobacco  industry  to  avoid  these  con¬ 
sequences — to  prevent  artificial  increases 
in  support  levels,  and  to  improve  the 
competitive  position  of  U.S.  tobacco  at 
home  as  well  as  abroad. 

Failure  to  enact  S.  1901  could  result  in 
the  accumulation  of  surpluses  by  the 
Government,  and  in  unnecessary  cost  to 
the  Government  and  taxpayers.  I  know 
this  is  a  matter  of  interest  to  Congi-ess, 
and  it  should  lead  to  the  enactment  of 
the  bill. 

But  essentially— and  I  emphasize  this 
point — the  bill  is  for  the  benefit  of  the 
tobacco  growers.  Its  purpose  is  to 
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maintain  and  protect  their  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram,  to  maintain  tobacco  supports  at 
90  percent  of  parity,  to  encourage  stable 
tobacco  supplies  and  orderly  marketing 
with  a  view  toward  maintaining  tobac¬ 
co’s  competitive  position  in  domestic 
and  world  markets,  and  to  prevent  fur¬ 
ther  drastic  cuts  in  acreage  allotments, 
something  which  tobacco  farmers  can¬ 
not  stand. 

It  seems  strange  that  opposition  has 
developed  to  the  bill  sponsored  by  the 
States  which  grow  tobacco,  since  it  i-ep- 
resents  a  voluntary  effort  oiz  the  part  of 
tobacco  growers  and  their  organizations 
to  improve  and  save  their  tobacco  pro¬ 
grams,  and  to  check  rising  support  prices 
which  do  not  bear  relation  to  the  cost  of 
things  farmers  must  buy. 

I  have  a  high  l’egai'd  for  the  American 
Farm  Bui-eau,  having  known  throughout 
the  yeai’s  the  members  and  leaders  of 
the  Kentucky  Farm  Bureau,  and  having 
supported  their  programs.  The  Ken- 
Farm  Bureau  supports  this  bill.  But  the 
American  Farm  Bureau’s  opposition,  if 
successful,  would  result  in  higher  sup¬ 
port  prices  for  tobacco  than  tobacco 
growers  themselves  believe  in  their  best 
interest. 

And  I  think  the  opposition  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  is  inconsistent 
with  its  action  toward  other  farm  crops. 
The  American  Farm  Bureau  has  advo¬ 
cated  and  supported  legislation  repre¬ 
senting  the  judgment  and  the  decisions 
of  growers  of  other  agricultural  com¬ 
modities — notably  corn,  cotton,  and 
wool — as  to  the  kind  of  program  that  is 
best  for  them. 

Why,  I  ask,  does  not  the  Amei’ican 
Farm  Bureau  accord  the  same  consider¬ 
ation  to,  and  have  the  same  confidence 
in,  the  view  of  the-  overwhelming  major¬ 
ity  of  tobacco  growers  that  the  existing 
tobacco  program  is  best  for  them? 
That  is  their  almost  unanimous  senti¬ 
ment. 


If,  as  I  have  suggested,  any  oppo¬ 
sition  to  Senate  bill  1901  is  based  upon 
opposition  to  the  principle  of  a  pi-ice - 
suppoi-t  progi-am  for  tobacco,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  upon  opposition  to  90  percent 
of  parity  supports,  or  upon  opposition  to 
the  concept  of  any  price  supports  based 
on  parity,  such  opposition  is  not  relevant 
to  this  bill.  As  the  Senate  knows,  sup¬ 
port  prices  at  90  pez-cent  of  parity  for 
Bui’ley  and  Flue-cured  tobacco,  and  sup¬ 
port  for  other  types,  have  been  in  effect 
for  years.  Senate  bill  1901  does  not 
change  this  law — that  is,  price  supports 
for  Flue-cured  and  Burley  tobacco  at 
90  percent  of  parity.  Furthei-more,  this 
bill  would  retui-n  the  tobacco  program 
in  time  to  the  original  concept  of  par¬ 
ity — that  is,  the  relationship  of  the  price 
the  fai-mer  receives  for  his  tobacco  to 


he  prices  of  the  materials  and  services 
le  must  purchase,  in  contrast  to  so- 
:alled  modernized  pai'ity,  which,  as  I 
zave  said,  has  certain  artificial  charac- 
eristics,  and  under  which  pi-ices  may 
■ise,  even  though  farmers’  costs  do  not 
•ise. 

Today,  I  shall  not  elaboi-ate  on  all  of 
he  reasons  supporting  the  parity  con- 
:ept  and  full  90-percent  supports  foi 

obacco.  In  previous  speeches  in  the 

Senate,  I  have  set  forth  in  detail  those 
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reasons.  But  I  shall  emphasize  the  rea¬ 
son  which  makes  the  parity  concept  still 
applicable  to  tobacco,  by  saying  that  it 
still  takes  approximately  the  same 
amount  of  hand  labor  to  roduce  tobacco 
that  it  did  25  years  ago.  With  respect 
to  feed  growers,  five  times  as  much 
grain  can  now  be  produced  with  the 
same  amount  of  labor. 

A  second  basic  reason  is  that  tobacco 
has  no  open  market  such  as  other  ag¬ 
ricultural  commodities  enjoy.  The  uses 
of  tobacco  are  limited.  It  must  be  sold 
to  a  dozen  major  tobacco  companies  and 
a  handful  of  foreign  buyers.  If  they  do 
not  buy,  the  farmer  has  no  market  for 
his  cash  crop,  and  his  year’s  work  is 
lost. 

It  has  been  proven  by  experience  that 
the  price  paid  by  tobacco  buye'fs  for 
farmers’  leaf  tobacco  is  largely  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  support  price;  the  support 
price  provides  a  floor  which  effectively 
protects  the  price  of  all  cigarette  leaf 
tobacco  sold.  The  price  paid  the  farmer 
for  his  tobacco  is  a  comparatively  small 
share  of  the  price  consumers  pay,  and 
the  retail  price  paid  for  tobacco  products 
bears  little  or  no  relationship  to  the 
support  price  for  tobacco.  The  price 
paid  farmers  is  a  small  share  of  the  ul¬ 
timate  price  of  tobacco,  and  deserves 
protection. 

A  90-percent  price  support  for  tobacco ' 
was  enacted  as  a  temporary  program 
during  World  War  II.  When  90 -percent 
supports  were  about  to  expire  in  1948, 

I  submitted,  together  with  the  late  Sen¬ 
ator  Barkley,  of  Kentucky,  the  amend¬ 
ment — which  was  adopted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress — which  made  90  percent  of  parity 
supports  for  tobacco  a  permanent  fea¬ 
ture  of  law — or  at  least  until  Congress 
decides  otherwise. 

I  speak  now  of  another  controlling 
argument.  The  present  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram,  with  price  support  at  90  percent 
of  parity  and  strict  production  controls 
to  match,  tyas  worked — as  proven  by  the 
fact  that  nearly  100  pefbent  of  the  to¬ 
bacco  farmers  of  the  United  States  ap¬ 
prove  it,  and  have  kept  it  sound  and  self- 
supporting. 

Tobacco  producers,  cooperatives,  and 
farm  organizations  have  taken  the  lead 
in  regulating  and  improving  their  own 
progress.  The  results  can  be  quickly 
summarized;  and  in  that  connection  I 
make  the  following  points; 

First,  in  the  case  of  nearly  every  price- 
supported  crop  except  tobacco,  surpluses 
have  continued  to  build  up  despite  the 
best  efforts  of  the  Congress  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  to  control  and 
dispose  of  surplus  production.  Record  . 
surpluses  have  increased  year  after  year, 
despite  the  soil  bank,  efforts  to  cut  prices, 
and  enormous  export  and  disposal  pro¬ 
grams — operated  at  great  cost  to  the 
Government.  And  a  record  all-time 
high  in  crop  production,  except  for  to¬ 
bacco,  is  forecast  for  this  year. 

In  sharp  contract,  however,  to  other 
farm  products  and  other  programs,  Bur¬ 
ley  tobacco  growers  have  reduced  Burley 
tobacco  supplies  for  4  consecutive  years. 
Under  their  program,  stable  marketing 
unknown  in  other  programs  has  been 
achieved.  I  know  of  no  other  farm  com¬ 
modity  which  in  any  period  for  which 


I  have  figures  has  succeeded  in  reduc¬ 
ing  its  surplus  in  4  consecutive  years. 
Current  Burley  tobacco  production  is  ac¬ 
tually  below  the  1952  and  1956  5-year 
average.  Similarly,  growers  of  the  other 
major  cigarette  type,  Flue-cured,  or 
bright  leaf  tobacco,  have  reduced  tobacco 
supplies  and  have  kept  production  under 
disappearance  or  consumption  for  the 
last  2  years.  Such  an  achievement  is 
almost  unprecedented  in  these  times. 

Second,  at  least  in  regard  to  Burley 
tobacco,  the  reduction  of  production 
below  consumption  has  resulted  in  an 
orderly  disposal  of  the  surplus  from  the 
1954  crop.  Since  1955,  Burley  stocks 
have  been  reduced  70  million  pounds. 

A  third  measure  of  the  success  of  the 
tobacco  program  may  be  determined  by 
reviewing  the  amount  of  tobacco  which 
must  be  handled  under  price  support — 
for,  once  price  objectives  have  been 
reached  for  growers,  it  is  highly  desir¬ 
able  that  as  much  as  possible  of  the  crop 
move  into  use  through  normal  channels 
of  trade.  Support  operations  are  de¬ 
signed  to  take  price-depressing  surpluses 
off  the  market;  but  the  better  the  pro¬ 
gram  operates,  the  smaller  the  surplus 
with  which  it  must  deal. 

In  the  last  4  years  less  burley  tobacco 
has  been  taken  under  Government  loan 
than  in  any  period  since  World  War  II. 
Only  5*/2  percent  of  the  burley  tobacco 
produced  since  the  record  crop  of  1954 
and  the  consequent  shaip  cut  in  acreage 
at  that  time,  has  required  price  support. 
In  1956,  1957  and  1958,  price-support 
loans  were  made  on  the  remarkably 
small  amounts  of  1.2,  3.4,  and  2.4  per¬ 
cent,  respectively,  of  burley  tobacco  pro¬ 
duction — or  an  average  of  2  percent  of 
the  crop  taken  under  loan.  That  does 
not  indicate  an  excess  of  supply. 

Furthermore,  even  the  burley  tobacco 
which  went  under  loan  and  was  added 
to  pool  stocks  was  offset  many  times  over 
by  larger  sales  of  pool  stocks. 

I  make  a  fourth  point  in  support  of 
the  tobacco  program:  Department  of 
Agriculture  figures  show  tobacco  to  be 
the  only  price-supported  comihodity  for 
which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  realized  a  100  percent  rate  of 
recovery  on  its  investment.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  I  quote  for  the  Record  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  tobacco  program  results  from 
October  1933,  to  March  1959: 

The  March  31  “Report  of  Financial  Con¬ 
ditions  and  Operations  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation”  shows  tobacco  price- 
support  program  losses  of  $4.4  million  and 
supply  progrkm  gains  of  $4.8  million,  or 
a  net  gain,  of  $400,000  to  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  in  tobacco  program 
operations  during  this  25-year  period. 

This  tobacco  program  has  demon¬ 
strated  a  record  of  minimum  price- 
support  activity;  reductions  in  surplus 
stocks;  surplus  disposal  with  full  re-- 
turns  to  the  Government,  plus  interest, 
without  losses;  dependable  tobacco  sup¬ 
plies  for  the  domestic  and  export  trades ; 
and  good  prices  for  farmers  unparalleled 
by  those  of  any  other  farm  commodity. 

In  his  agricultural  message  to  Con¬ 
gress  on  January  11,  1954,  the  President 
said: 

Each  farm  crop  has  its  own  problems,  and 
these  problems  require  specific  treatment. 


May  21 

In  regard  to  tobacco,  the  President 
stated: 

Tobacco  farmers  have  demonstrated  their 
ability  to  hold  production  in  line  with  de¬ 
mand  at  the  supported  priae  without  loss 
to  the  Government.  The  relatively  small 
acreage  of  tobacco  and  the  limited  areas  to 
which  fit  is  adapted  have  made  production 
control  easier  than  for  other  crops.  The 
level  of  support  .to  cooperators  is  90  percent 
of  the  parity  price  in  any  year  in  which 
marketing  quotas  are  in  effect.  It  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  tobacco  program  be  con¬ 
tinued  in  its  present  form. 

I  know — and  I  know  this  personally, 
because  I  have  talked  about  it  many 
times  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture— 
.that  the  President’s  recommendation 
was  made  with  the  knowledge  and  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

I  submit  that  nothing  has  occurred 
since  1954  to  change  the  validity  and 
truth  of  that  declaration. 

In  closing,  I  point  out  that  this  bill 
will  have  the  twin  effect  of  providing  a 
stable  source  of  tobacco,  without  reduc¬ 
tion  in  fair  prices  for  farmers;  and  it 
will  also  encourage  buyers,  foreign  and 
domestic,  of  tobacco  to  continue,  and 
even  increase,  their  purchases,  because 
it  will  result  in  greater  assurance  of  sta¬ 
bilized  and  competitive  prices  in  future 
years. 

A  vote  against  this  bill  will  be  a  vote 
for  supports  at  a  higher  level  than  the 
growers  themselves  consider  to  be  in 
their  best  interests. 

This  bill  has  the  solid  support  of 
tobacco  growers  and  all  their  organiza¬ 
tions.  I  urge  that  the  Senate  pass  it 
unanimously.  I  hope  the  House  will 
soon  pass  it,  and  that  it  will  become  law. 

I  thank  my  colleague,  the  Senator  fronp 
North  Carolina,  for  his  courtesy. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1901  would  amend  section  101(c) 
of  the  Agriculture  Act  of  1949:  This  sec¬ 
tion  is  an  amendment  of  the  Agriculture 
Acts  of  1938  and  1948.  Senate  bill  1901 
is  supported  and  strongly  advocated  by 
tobacco  producers.  It  represents  a  vol¬ 
untary  action  on  the  part  of  tobacco  pro¬ 
ducers  to  hold  down  support  prices. 

The  modernized  parity  formula  which 
would  be  utilized  in  the  absence  of  enact- 
meht  of  this  bill  is  unrealistically  tied  to 
costs  and  supports  of  other  commodities. 
This  bill  will  prevent  the  use  of  the  mod¬ 
ernized  parity  formula  from  resulting  in 
a  distortion  of  the  support  price,  and 
will  keep  the  price  of  tobacco  from  going 
tob  high,  and  will  prevent  tobacco  be-, 
coming  noncompetitive  and  unsalable. 

The  pending  bill  provides  the  follow¬ 
ing  formula:  The  support  price  will  be 
either  the  1958  level  or  90  percent  of  new 
parity,  whichever  is  lower,  until  90  per¬ 
cent  of  old  parity  exceeds  either  of  these 
levels.  Old  parity  refers  to  parity  ex¬ 
isting  prior  to  the  1948  bill. 

From  here  on,  the  support  price  will  be 
90  percent  of  the  old  or  new,  whichever 
is  lower. 

The  tobacco  program,  unlike  many 
other  farm  programs,  has  beeen  success¬ 
ful.  It  has  a  record  of  minimum  price- 
support  activity;  reductions  in  surplus; 
full  returns,  plus  interest,  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  on  surplus  disposal ;  dependable 
supplies  for  the  domestic  and  export 
trades;  and  good,  respectable  prices  for 
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tobacco  farmers.  This  bill  will  allow 
continuance  of  this  program  and.  this 
record.  I  urge  the  Senate  to  pass  the  bill. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  identified  as  “5-20- 
59 — A,”  and  ask  that  it  be  stated  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  first  section  of  the  bill  to 
strike  out  “Agricultural  Act  of  1948’’ 
wherever  it  appears  therein,  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “Agricultural  Act  of  1949”. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  I  accept 
the  amendment  as  a  technical  correction 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  is  it  in 
order  to  have  a  vote  on  the  amendment, 
or  is  the  acceptance  of  the  amendment 
sufficient? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Butler]  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robertson]  asked  me  to  say  for  him,  be¬ 
cause  he  could  not  be  here  at  this  time, 
that  the  Farm  Bureau,  of  Virginia  and 
the  Farmers  Union  of  Virginia  have 
unanimously  requested  that  this  bill  be 
passed.  He  asked  me  to  state  for  him 
that  he  would  make  that  statement  if  he 
were  present,  and  that  he  would  vote  for 
the  bill.  His  people  in  Virginia  are 
unanimously  behind  the  passage  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  read  from  the 
report  a  fine  or  two  Secretary  Benson 
transmitted-to  the  House  Committee: 

This  proposal  is  superior  to  the  present 
legislation  in  that  it  prevents  further  price 
support  increases  for  some  time.  However, 
the  department  feels  that  the  bill  is  not 
adequate  and  the  Administration’s  tobacco 
program  outlined  above  is  far  better. 

But  the  Secretary  has  not  offered  any¬ 
thing  better;  and  if  the  present  law  is 
not  amended  by  this  bill,  tobacco  prices 
are  going  to  continue  to  go  up  and  the 
farmers  are  going  to  price  themselves 
out  of  business,  or  seriously  damage 
themselves. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  only  group  of 
farmers  I  have  ever  seen  come  before  a 
committee  of  Congress  and  unanimously 
ask  that  the  Congress  do  something  to 
cut  prices.  That  is  certainly  unusual, 
but  I  think  they  realize  if  prices  are  not 
stabilized  at  about  their  present  levels, 
the  farmers  will  lose  much  of  their 
market. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  to  say  that 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  reported  the  bill  unanimously.  All 
Senators  present  voted  favorably. 

I  desire  to  read  one  paragraph  from 
the  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  the  House  committee.  „The  let¬ 
ter  is  dated  March  10,  1959,  and  is 
addressed  to  Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley.  It 
states,  in  part: 

This  proposal  Is  superior  to  the  present 
legislation  in  that  it  prevents  further  price 
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support  increases  for  some  time.  However, 
the  Department  feels  that  the  bill  is  not 
adequate  and  the  administration’s  tobacco 
program  outlined  above  is  far  better. 

But  it  is  my  belief,  as  my  good  friend 
from  North  Carolina  has  just  stated, 
that  this  bill  is  a  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion,  in  that  it  freezes  the  support  price 
and  will  not  permit  it  to  go  higher  than  it 
was  in  1958,  until  the  parity  index  rises 
11  percent  in  the  case  of  Flue-cured  and 
16  percent  in  the  case  of  Burely  tobacco. 

Running’  true  to  form,  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  through  Mr.  Benson,  seems  to 
take  the  position  that  if  they  cannot 
get  what  they  want,  they  do  not  want 
any  bill  at  all.  But  I  think  it  is  a  wrong 
attitude. 

I  send  to  the  desk  a  letter  I  have  just 
received  from  Mr.  Benson,  indicating 
his  opposition  to  the  bill,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  printed  in 
connection  with  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record. 
as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  May  21, 1959. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  Inquiries  to  the 
Department  indicates  there  is  some  doubt  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  Department  favors 
passage  of  S.  1901  concerning  tobacco  price 
supports. 

In  order  to  further  clarify  our  position  it 
should  be  understood  that  in  our  view  the 
bill  is  inadequate.  It  will  not  accomplish 
the  adjustment  needed  to  regain  lost  markets 
and  preserve  existing  ones.  Therefore,  the 
bill  in  its  present  form  should  not  pass. 
Sincerely  yours, 

E.  T.  Benson, 

Secretary. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  sus¬ 
pect  that  Senators  are  correct  in  their 
statements  that  this'  is  the  best  that 
can  be  done  under  the  prevailing  sit¬ 
uation.  I  am  not  sure  that  is  the  case, 
but  certainly  the  pending  bill  will  pre¬ 
vent  the  support  prices  of  both  flue- 
cured  tobacco  and  burley  tobacco,  the 
principal  varieties  which  are  in  trouble, 
from  going  up  slightly  under  the  present 
law,  as  they  wall  this  year  unless  this 
bill  is  passed. 

My  understanding  is  that  there  will  be 
an  increase  in  the  support  price  of  be¬ 
tween  1  cent  and  2  cents  a  pound,  which 
must  be  announced  under  the  present 
law,  unless  this  bill  is  passed.  So  far 
as  that  objectives  goes,  I  think  the  bill 
is  good,  because  it  is  very  apparent  that 
the  prices  at  which  we  have  been  selling 
tobacco  have  been  such  that  we  are 
losing  foreign  markets. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  hate  to  see  the 
tobacco  industry  fall  into  the  fearful 
condition  into  which  the  cotton  industry 
has  fallen,  as  was  recognized  by  the  pass¬ 
age  of  the  remedial  legislation  last  year, 
and  which  will  have  to  be  improved  be¬ 
fore  we  find  a  permanent  solution.  Yet 
that  is  the  direction  in  which  we  are 
going. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  that  the  bill  went 
a  good  deal  further.  I  share  the  feeling 
expressed  by  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  his  letter,  to  the  effect 
that  this  proposed  legislation  does  not 
go  far  enough,  because  it  is  a  lamentable 


fact  that  we  have  lost  markets  under 
the  price  supports  of  last  year,  which  will 
be  continued  indefinitely  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill.  So  it  must  be  clearly 
apparent  that  the  mere  continuation  of 
price  supports  at  that  level  simply  pre¬ 
vents  the  situation  from  becoming  worse, 
but  does  not  apply  any  affirmative  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  problem. 

Mr.  President,  one  of  the  things  which 
it  seems  to  me  is  faulty  about  this  bill 
is  that  it  proposes  to  give  effect  at  the 
same  time  to  old  parity  and  to  modern 
parity,  and  to  strike  them  off  as  against 
each  other  with  reference  to  tobacco, 
and  to  take  from  the  two  a  choice  which 
is  made  by  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  for 
an  indeterminate  time  in  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  if  parity  is  just,  and  if 
there  is  justice  in  applying  it  to  other 
basic  crops,  I  think  there  should  be  jus¬ 
tice  in  applying  it  on  a  fixed  basis  to  this 
crop.  I  think  it  will  be  very  hard  to 
defend  and  explain  why  there  should  be 
continued  this  double  approach  in  the 
case  of  this  one  basic  crop  only. 

I  think  the  worst  feature  of  thq  bill 
is  that  it  recognizes  the  fact  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  must  cut  down 
acreage  allotments,  and  doing  that 
sounds  the  death  knell  to  some  tens  of 
thousands — and  really  the  numbers 
might  go  up  to  as  high  as  several  hundred 
thousand — of  small  farmers  who  pro¬ 
duce  tobacco  on  acreages  now  in  the 
neighborhood  of  1  acre,  and  many  of 
them  less  than  1  acre.  My  recollection 
is  that  when  I  saw  the  burley  tobacco 
figures  for  the  two  States  of  Tennessee 
and  Kentucky  a  short  while  ago,  they 
showed  an  average  acreage  of  about  an 
acre,  with  something  like,  to  the  best  of 
my  recollection,  200,000  producers  in 
Tennessee,  and  I  forget  the  number  in 
Kentucky. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  tragic  to  cut  the 
acreage  of  those  very  modest  farmers  for 
whom  the  production  of  tobacco  is  a 
family  enterprise,  since  the  entire  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  family  works  at  it,  and 
for  whom  tobacco  is  the  principal  cash 
crop. 

The  only  alternative  left  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  and  to  the  tobacco 
producers,  unless  a  bill  such  as  is  before 
the  Senate  is  enacted  into  law,  is  a  forced 
and  sizable  reduction  of  acreage. 

Mr.  COOPER.  _  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  one  more 
point  to  make  and  I  shall  be  through, 
and  then  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  President,  it  would  be  far  from 
wise,  it  seems  to  me,  to  retain  the  old 
measure  of  parity,  the  old  standard,  even 
if  the  production  of  tobacco  today  were 
on  a  level  with  production  in  the  old 
years  when  that  was  the  legal  formula 
prescribed. 

Under  the  improved  methods  of  pro¬ 
duction  the  average  crop  per  acre  has 
gone  up,  up,  and  up,  and  is  continuing 
to  rise.  To  me  it  is  completely  unreal¬ 
istic  to  reach  back  into  the  remote  past 
and  to  attempt  to  use  a  standard  of 
computation  of  parity  which  was  enacted 
to  deal  with  conditions  prevailing  a  long 
time  ago. 

Mr  President,  the  only  thing  good 
about  the  bill  that  I  can  see  is  the  fixa- 
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tion  of  a  price  or  a  ceiling  or  a  frozen 
support  price  for  tobacco  for  this  year 
and  perhaps  for  next  year.  I  would 
much  prefer  to  have  the  bill  limited  to 
that.  If  it  were  so  limited,  I  think  the 
bill  would  be  much  more  defensible  than 
it  is  now. 

If  the  Congress  continues  to  move 
without  recognizing  the  fact  that  tobac¬ 
co  is  losing  its  markets  overseas,  thus 
cutting  itself  out  of  a  substantial  part 
of  its  outlet,  we  are  going  to  find  more 
and  more  misery  in  the  tobacco  industry 
and  less  and  less  realism  in  the  law  as  it 
applies  to  the  industry. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky. 

*  Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  frendly  attitude  of  the  Sen- 
,  ator  from  Florida  toward  the  tobacco 
growers  and  their  problems. 

I  understood  the  Senator  to  say  that 
as  one  consequence  of  this  bill  he  fore¬ 
saw  a  reduction  in  tobacco,  acreage.  -T 
should  like  to  point  out  that  one  of  the 
purposes  of  the  bill  is  to  prevent  reduc¬ 
tions  in  tobacco  acreage  and  in  indi¬ 
vidual  tobacco  acreage  allotments.  It 
is  believed  the  bill  will  have  an  effect 
in  that  direction. 

As  I  said  before,  in  each  of  the  past 
2  years  for  Flue-cured  tobacco,  and  in 
each  of  the  past  4  years  for  burley  to¬ 
bacco,  actual  production  has  been  less 
than  disappearance — that  is,  domes¬ 
tic  consumption  plus  exports. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  recognize  the  highly  conscientious 
motives  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 
The  Senator  and  I  stood  together  in  1948 
on  the  Senate  floor  in  fighting  for  a 
realistic  tobacco  program.  I  think  the 
Senator  will  find,  if  he  checks  the  vote, 
that  the  votes  of  the  two  Senators  from 
Florida'were  the  determining  factor  on 
the  question  of  securing  a  preferred 
status  for  tobacco  under  the  price  sup¬ 
port  program,  a  status  to  which  I  think 
it  is  entitled  because  of  its  peculiar  sit¬ 
uation  in  many  respects,  which  we  do  not 
need  to  mention  at  this  time.  That  has 
been  consistently  my  position  since  that 
time.  My  voice  has  been  raised  in  sup¬ 
port  of  that  philosophy  always.  I  hope 
it  will  continue  to  be  so  raised. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  I-do 
not  think  this  bill  represents  a  realistic 
approach  to  the  problems  of  the  tobacco 
industry  in  any  particular  except  the 
freeze  for  about  2  years.  If  I  allowed  my 
vote  to  be  an  indication  of  my  approval 
of  all  the  other  provisions  of  the  bill, 
I  would  certainly  not  be  doing  the  fair 
thing  to  myself  or  to  the  growers  of  my 
State,  who  are  in  doubt  about  the  other 
provisions  of  the  bill.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  president  of  the  Farm  Bureau 
of  my  State  has  been  in  touch  with  me 
insistently  suggesting  that  we  should 
amend  the  bill  to  make  it  provide  only 
for  a  2-year  price  freeze. 

We  should  let  it  be  distinctly  under¬ 
stood  throughout  this  debate,  in  the  re¬ 
ports,  and  in  the  conference  report  and 
every  other  place,  that  this  is  a  stopgap 
measure,  recognizing  the  fact  that  the 
red  signals  are  out,  and  that  we  have  to 
improve  the  program  as  a  whole  or  it 
will  fall  under  its  own  weight. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say,'  in  that  connection,  that  the  to¬ 


bacco  industry — the  warehousemen,  the 
growers,  and  others  interested  in  tobacco 
realize  this  is  not  a  perfect  bill.  The 
tobacco  industry  knows  that  and  is  work¬ 
ing  on  the  problem.  Efforts  are  being 
made  to  bring  forth  something  which 
would  cure  the  ills,  or  at  least  prevent 
them  from  becoming  worse  than  they 
are.  The  tobacco  industry  is  really  not 
in  bad  shape  at  present,  but  it  may  be 
soon  unless  something  is  done.  I  am 
sure  it  will  be  possible  to  devise  a  more 
effective  approach,  but  this  is  the  answer 
for  now,  and  for  next  year. 

We  need  to  pass  the  bill  presently  un¬ 
der  consideration  so  that  the  buyers  will 
know  what  they  should  pay  for  tobacco 
and  the  growers  what  they  should  sell  it 
for.  Otherwise,  the  market  will  be  con¬ 
fused. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  serious,  sincere,  and  con¬ 
scientious  approach  of  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina.  I  only  suggest  that,  in 
my  opinion,  it  is  a  mistake  to  provide  a 
permanent  law — and  that  is  what  the 
bill  will  become*  under  the  wording,  as 
introduced — and  to  try  to  continue  the 
two  standards  of  computation  of  parity, 
which  are  not  the  same  and  which  con¬ 
trast  with  each  other.  I  do  not  believe 
we  should  provide  that  from  time  to  time 
there  shall  be  a  choice  or  selection,  in  the 
case  of  this  one  basic  commodity,  be¬ 
tween  those  two  standards.  I  think  every 
one  of  us  who  speaks  upon  this  measure, 
which  is  an  important  measure,  should 
sound  a  challenge  to  the  industry  and  to 
those  who  are  best  prepared  to  guide  it, 
to  oome  forward  with  something  a  great 
deal  more  meaningful  than  is  the  bill 
now  before  us. 

This  bill  would  stop  the  support  price 
from  increasing  further,  but  it  would 
stop  it  at  a  level  which  has  already  priced 
us  out  of  a  large  part  of  our  foreign 
markets.  I  think  that  is  completely  un¬ 
realistic. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JORDAN.  I  yield  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  merely  want  to  com¬ 
mend  my  able  and  distinguished  col¬ 
league  and  the  able  and  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  for 
the  work  they  have  done  in  regard  to  the 
bill.  While  the  bill  is  not  a  perfect  meas-' 
ure,  it  is,  it  seems  to  me,  a  very  sensible 
bill,  in  view  of  the  conditions  which  now 
exist.  I  thank  these  two  Senators  in  par¬ 
ticular  and  the  other  Senators  who  have 
supported  them  in  their  efforts  in  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
for  they  all  deserve  praise  for  the  great 
work  they  have  done. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  I  thank  the  senior 
Senator  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  that  the  objectives  of  the  bill  are 
very,  very  good.  No  one  will  question 
that. 

The  United  States  at  one  time  was  the 
world’s  principal  supplier  of  tobacco. 
Even  up  until  recent  years,  50  percent 
of  our  tobacco  production  was  exported. 
However,  during  the  past  few  years, 
though  the  consumption  of  tobacco  in 
the  world  has  been  increasing  at  the 
rate  of  about  5-percent  a  year,  exports 


from  the  United  States  have  been  falling 
off  rather  rapidly.  The  tobacco  business 
of, the  world  has  been  moving  to  other 
continents.  The  reason  for  that,  of 
course,  is  the  price. 

The  tobacco  growers  have  realized  for 
some  time  that  they  have  a  difficult 
future  to  face.  They  realize  they  cannot 
go  on  reducing  allotments  without  cre¬ 
ating  trouble  for  many  thousands  of 
them,  as  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
said. 

The  bill  purports  to  hold  the  support 
price  for  tobacco  at  not  more  than  its 
present  level.  There  is  some  disagree¬ 
ment  as  to  the  best  means  of  achieving 
this  end.  Personally,  I  doubt  if  holding 
the  support  price  at  the  present  level,  or 
approximately  at  the  present  level,  would 
do  very  much  toward  recovering  world 
markets,  because  tobacco  can  be  pro¬ 
duced  for  so  much  less  in  other  countries. 
However,  to  have  the  support  price  go 
higher  would  undoubtedly  be  very  harm¬ 
ful  to  the  entire  tobacco  industry. 

I  am  glad  that  some  move  has  been 
made  toward  correcting  the  situation. 
Whether  it  is  exactly  the  right  move  or 
not,  I  hope  that  we  shall  continue  to  face 
the  problem  until  we  improve  upon  the 
present  situation,  and  enable  our  tobacco 
industry  to  take  steps  to  recover  some  of 
its  traditional  markets,  which  will  be 
difficult,  at  best. 

Some  reference  has  been  made  to  a 
misunderstanding  about  the  bill.  I 
think  the  reference  applies  to  the  fact 
that  there  was  a  feeling  among  many 
Members  of  Congress — even  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry — that  if  .  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  did  not  actually  favor  the  bill, 
it  was  not  strongly  opposed  to  it.  At 
least,  I  had  that  feeling  at  the  time  the 
bill  was  reported  from  the  committee. 

However,  I  have  received  a  call  from 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  stating  that 
the  Department  is  opposed  to  the  bill  in 
its  present  form,  for  the  reason  that  it 
seeks  to  achieve  the  objective  by  permit¬ 
ting  tobacco  to  go  back  to  the  old  parity 
formula,  with  its  varied  base  periods. 
The  base  period  in  each  case  would  be 
the  one  which  was  most  favorable  to  each 
particular  type  of  tobacco.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  seems  to  feel  that 
this  would  give  privileges  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers  of  tobacco  which  would  be  denied 
to  the  producers  of  other  price-sup¬ 
ported  commodities.  It  was  the  varying 
base  periods  for  different  commodities 
which  outmoded  the  old  party  formula 
in  the  first  place,  and  brought  about  the 
adoption  of  a  new  parity  formula  in 
the  year  1948. 

I  think  the  new  parity  formula  is  very 
fair  to  tobacco.  It  raises  the  price. 
When  we  consider  the  cost  of  production 
in  the  United  States,  it  undoubtedly 
costs  more  to  produce  tobacco  here  than 
formerly.  Some  commodities  are  fa¬ 
vored  by  the  new  parity  formula,  while 
others  are  penalized.  Many  commodi¬ 
ties  are  produced  by  new,  push-button 
methods,  so  that  the  parity  formula 
hardly  applies  at  all.  With  respect  to 
certain  commodities,  a  substantial  profit 
can  be  made  at  60  percent  of  parity, 
while  with  respect  to  others,  a  producer 
can  hardly  break  even  at  90  percent  of 
parity.  The  parity  formula  as  a  whole 
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has  not  been  able  to  assimilate  tech¬ 
nological  and  biological  progress  in  the 
past  10  years,  and  it  is  therefore  out¬ 
moded. 

However,  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  takes  the  position  that  we  would  not 
be  making  progress  by  going  back  to  a 
system  permitting  producers  of  each 
commodity  to  select  a  base  period  which 
would  best  serve  their  purposes.  If  we 
are  to  continue  the  parity  formula  as 
a  yardstick,  the  Department  feels  that  it 
should  be  applicable  to  all  kinds  of 
agricultural  commodities. 

The  Department  feels  that  if  the  bill 
holds  the  line  at  approximately  the  pres¬ 
ent  level  of  supports,  it  will  not  go  very 
far  toward  recovering  markets  which 
have  already  been  lost.  As  a  result,  it 
will  probably  mean  still  further  reduc¬ 
tions  in  acreage  allotments  for  tobacco 
growers  with  certain  sized  operations. 

I  am  sure  that  final  approval  of  the 
department  is  very  important.  In  order 
to  overcome  the  objection  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  I  wonder  if,  instead  of  going  back 
and  using  different  base  periods  for  to¬ 
bacco,  which  are  out  of  line  with  the  base 
periods  for  any  other  commodities,  the 
sponsors  of  the  bill  would  not  be  willing 
to  freeze  the  support  prices  for  the  vari¬ 
ous  types  of  tobacco  at  a  dollars-and- 
cents  level  not  exceeding  the  present 
level.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  De¬ 
partment  would  approve  that,  but  I  do 
not  see  how  it  could  object  to  it,  how¬ 
ever.  I  believe  that  the  prospect  of  im¬ 
proving  the  situation,  or  preventing  it 
from  deteriorating  would  be  better  if, 
instead  of  freezing  tobacco  parity  prices 
on  the  basis  of  different  base  periods,  we 
would  merely  freez  support  prices  for  a 
2 -year  period  at  present  levels,  and  in  the 
meantime  try  to  arrive  at  some  plan 
which  could  be  approved  not  only  by  the 
tobacco  industry,  but  by  the  Agriculture 
Department  as  well. 

I  am  presenting  the  case  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  as  it  has  been 
given  to  me.  I  have  before  me  copies  of 
two  letters  which  were  sent  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee.  I  am  sure  he 
has  no  objection  to  placing  them  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  already 
placed  the  Secretary’s  letter  to  me,  dated 
today  May  21,  in  the  Record.  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jordan]  has  placed  the  Under  Secre¬ 
tary’s  letter  of  May  19  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  one  dated  May  19 
was  not  to  take  a  direct  position.  It  did 
not  say  positively  that  the  Department 
disapproved  the  bill. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Both  letters  have  been 
placed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  letter  of  May  21  is 
specific,  and  the  Secretary  signed  this 
one  himself.  The  first  letter  was  signed 
by  the  Under  Secretary,  but  the  one 
signed  by  the  Secretary  himself  is  spe¬ 
cifically  to  the  effect  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  does  not  approve  the  bill,  and 
therefore,  that  the  bill  in  its  present 
form  should  not  pass.  It  would  have 
been  helpful,  of  course,  if  we  had  that 
information  earlier. 

Also,  at  least  one  farm  organization 
was  lamenting  the  fact  that  it  had  no 


opportunity  to  be  heard  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee. 

If  we  could  freeze  the  support  prices 
at  the  present  dollars-and-cents  levels 
for  various  types  of  tobacco,  it  seems  to 
me  that  would  overcome  the  objection  of 
the  Department. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  The  tobacco  industry 
has  made  an  extensive  study  of  that  very 
question,  and  has  arrived  at  this  answer. 
If  the  support  price  is  frozen  for  2  years, 
every  one  will  know  exactly  what  the 
price  of  tobacco  is  to  be  for  the  next  2 
years.  Purchasers  would  not  buy  any 
more  tobacco  than  they  needed  for 
daily  use. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  see  how  the 
pending  bill  would  lower  the  support 
price  substantially  over  the  next  2  or  3 
years.  Some  claim  that  it  would  require 
longer  than  that. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  It  might  or  it  might 
not;  but  there  is  no  definite  price  for  all 
the  tobacco  grades. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  and  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper] 
are  extremely  desirous  of  taking  action, 
and  that  they  have  the  support  of  most, 
if  not  all,  of  the  tobacco  growers  in  their 
States. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Tobacco  growers  in 
every  tobacco-producing  State  iavor  the 
bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  commend  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  for  working  for  their 
States  and  industries. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  They  are  the  ones  who 
are  involved. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  cannot  help  but  feel 
that  they  are  putting  the  wrong  foot  for¬ 
ward  first.  I  had  hoped  that  there  could 
be  something  more  lasting',  and  some¬ 
thing  which  would  meet  the  approval  of 
the  administration,  and  at  the  same  time 
be  acceptable  to  the  industry. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  As  a  member  of  the 
committee,  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  will  admit  that  I  would  be  one 
.of  the  first  to  go  to  work  on  the  problem 
if  the  Department  were  to  submit  a  bill. 
Unless  something  is  done  to  keep  the 
price  from  going  up,  growers  will  not  be 
able  to  sell  the  1959  crop. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  felt  that  the  official 
and  final  position  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  should  be  made  clear  for  the 
record. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  has  asked 
me  to  insert  in  the  Record  for  him  a 
statement  in  support  of  the  bill.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  do  so. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  pr-inted  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Kennedy 

I  wish  to  record  my  support  for  S.  1901. 
Tobacco  growers  and  the  grower  organiza¬ 
tions  in  the  tobacco-producing  areas  are  to 
be  commended  for  coming  forward  with  this 
proposal.  The  foresight,  initiative  and,  in 
fact,  the  courage  they  have  shown  in  this  in¬ 
stance  is  an  expression  of  one  of  the  best 
reasons  for  the  outstanding  success  of  the 
tobacco  program. 
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While  the  types  of  tobacco  produced  in 
Massachusetts  are  not  included  under  the 
bill — because  action  along  similar  but  more 
drastic  lines  was  already  taken  at  the  request 
of  the  growers  in  the  Massachusetts  and 
Connecticut  area  last  year — they  have  ad¬ 
vised  me  of  their  support  for  this  bill.  I 
would  like  to  quote  a  sentence  from  a  letter 
address  to  me  by  Mr.  Samuel  J.  Orr,  general 
manager  of  the  Conn-Mass  Tobacco  Coopera¬ 
tive,  on  behalf  of  the  officers,  directors,  and 
more  than  2,000  members  of  that  organiza¬ 
tion:  “The  tobacco  price  support  program 
has  always  been  conducted  on  a  sound  basis, 
and  we  believe  this  legislation  will  help  to 
keep  it  that  way.” 

I  ^m  happy  to  give  my  support  to  the 
tobacco  growers  of  our  country. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  no 
further  amendment  is  to  be  offered,  the 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Is  the  question  on  the 
third  reading  of  the  bill  or  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  offered  no  amendment. 
I  suggested,  in  the  interest  of  better  pros¬ 
pects  of  getting  the  bill  through  Con¬ 
gress,  that  it  be  changed  in  the  way  I 
mentioned.  The  sponsors  of  the  bill  did 
not  accept  my  invitation,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  to  make  any  changes  in  the  bill. 
Therefore  there  is  no  change,  and  the 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  The  Senate  committee 
reported  the  bill,  and  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  in  the  House  reported  the 
bill.  This  is  as  good  a  bill  as  we  can  get. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr, 
President - 

Mr.  piRKSEN.  I  should  like  to  get 
the  Record  clear.  Has  the  third  read¬ 
ing  been  consummated  ? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  has 
not  been  consummated. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  supporting  the  bill  be¬ 
cause  it  retains  the  parity  concept.  If 
we  do  away  with  the  parity  concept  and 
adopt  what  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
wants  us  to  adopt,  we  will  have  a  mean¬ 
ingless  price  support  program.  I  wish 
to  commend  the  tobaccb  producers  for 
retaining  the  concept,  even  though  it 
may  be  necessary  to  freeze  prices  at  the 
present  level.  If  the  bill  proposed  to  do 
away  with  the  parity  concept,  several  of 
us  would  have  to  oppose  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  a  slightly  round  case  should 
be  presented  with  respect  to  this  meas¬ 
ure,  which  relates  at  once  to  the  whole 
agricultural  program.  It  was  on  Jan¬ 
uary  29  of  this  year  that  the  President 
sent  his  farm  message  to  Congress. 
There  were  two  items  of  particular  in¬ 
terest  in  it.  It  is  not  necessary  to  ex¬ 
amine  all  the  language  of  the  message. 
However,  that  message  is  keyed  to  one 
sentence.  It  is  that  the  “price  support 
and  production  control  program  is  not 
working:’’  That  was  the  basis  and  the 
theme  of  the  message. 

Ostensibly,  having  stated  that,  it  was 
necessary,  in  the  interest  of  some  kind  of 
farm  program,  to  submit  a  recommen- 
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dation  to'  Congress.  I  believe  the  whole 
recommendation  can  be  compressed  into 
two  sentences.  The  first  one  is  this: 
“Prices  for  commodities  which  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  mandatory  supports  should  be  re¬ 
lated  to  a  percentage  of  the  average  mar¬ 
ket  price  for  immediately  preceding 
years.” 

That  was  the  essence  of  the  recom¬ 
mendation.  Then  there  was  a  corollary 
to  this  effect:  “The  percentage  should 
be  discretionary  with  the  Secretary  at  a 
level  not  less  than  75  percent  and  not 
more  than  90  percent.” 

If  I  had  to  paraphrase  the  whole 
message,  that  would  be  it;  first,  that  the 
farm  program  is  not  working;  second,  in 
the  case  of  commodities  on  which  there 
are  mandatory  supports,  the  program 
should  be  related  to  a  percentage  of  the 
market  price,  rather  than  parity,  for  the 
years  immediately  preceding;  further¬ 
more,  that  there  should  be  an  element 
of  flexibility,  to  be  exercised  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

With  that  message  came  a  sort  of  in¬ 
formative  memorandum.  Among  other 
things,  it  contained  information  with 
respect  to  tobacco.  I  believe  that  the 
first  important  observation  in  that  an¬ 
cillary  memorandum  was  that  in  respect 
to  tobacco,  we  are  losing  our  export  mar¬ 
kets.  That  was  emphasized  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  I  need  only  elaborate  a  little 
on  that  situation.  It  is  a  matter  of  deep 
concern.  It  is  not  only  a  matter  of  con¬ 
cern  with  respect  to  tobacco,  but  also 
with  respect  to  fabricated  products  and 
other  products.  However,  since  tobacco 
is  the  commodity  which  is  before  us  at 
the  present  time,  that  is  where  the 
emphasis  should  be  placed. 

We  go  a  little  further.  We  wonder 
why  we  may  be  losing  our  export  mar¬ 
kets.  This  memorandum  supplies  at 
least  a  partial  answer.  It  says  that  for¬ 
eign  buyers  are  changing  blends  and 
turning  elsewhere,  and  that  we  may 
never  get  those  markets  back. 

That  would  be  pretty  serious  for  to¬ 
bacco  growers;  indeed,  it  would  be  very 
serious  for  the  producer  of  any  com¬ 
modity  in  this  country.  It  would  be  se¬ 
rious  for  the  fabricator  of  any  product  or 
commodity  in  this  country,  if  there  were 
a  danger  that  the  market,  once  lost, 
could  never  be  retrieved. 

The  other  observation  on  tobacco  was 
that  price  supports  under  the  present 
law  continue  to  go  up,  domestic  acreage 
goes  down,  and  foreign  acreage  is  ex¬ 
panding. 

I  recall  the  long  discussions  which 
took  place  both  here  and  in  the  other 
body.  I  see  on  the  floor  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  of  the  House,  with  whom  I 
served  for  a  long  time  in  the  House.  He 
is  a  gentleman  of  great  distinction. 
Also  present  on  the  floor  is  a  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Texas,  with 
whom  I  also  served  in  the  House.  I  re¬ 
member  the  debates  we  had  about  los¬ 
ing  our  cotton  markets  abroad.  It  be¬ 
came  a  matter  of  deep  concern.  Here 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  says  that 
we  are  losing  our  foreign  market,  that 
our  domestic  acreage  is  decreasing,  and 
the  foreign  tobacco  acreage  is  expanding. 


That  is  a  rather'  unhappy  prospect. 
That  is  a  matter  for  the  future.  We 
must  look  down  the  road  and  envision  a 
program  which  deals  not  only  with  the 
present  but  also  with  the  future.  If  our 
markets  are  slipping  now  and  they  con¬ 
tinue  to  slip,  at  what  point  can  we  ef¬ 
fectuate  a  turnaround  and  retrieve  the 
situation?  If  the  market  is  gone,  it  may 
be  difficult  to  get  it  back. 

With  respect  to  the  tobacco  situation, 
I  go  back  now  to  the  memorandum  al¬ 
luded  to  a  moment  ago  in  the  colloquy 
with  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  ,  the  memorandum  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  dated  the  19th 
of  May.  That  was  only  2  days  ago.  In 
sum,  the  observation  is,  first,  that  world 
consumption  of  tobacco  is  going  up  at 
the  rate  of  5  percent  a  year.  Therefore 
it  cannot  be  said  that  tobacco  production 
may  be  suffering  one  way  or  another, 
because  world  consumption  is  going 
down.  If  the  figures  are  correct — and  I 
have  no  reason  to  dispute  them — world 
consumption  of  tobacco  averages  an  in¬ 
crease  of  5  percent  a  year. 

The  second  point  is  that.  U.S.  exports 
are  decreasing  at  a  relatively  rapid 
rate.  If  it  were  a  minor  deterioration  in 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  When  I  made  the 
statement,  I  said  that  the  information 
was  contained  in  the  memorandum  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
I  wish  to  stand  by  the  words  of  the  mem¬ 
orandum.  I  am  not  unappreciative  of 
the  fact  that  when  we  carry  on  a  subsidy 
program  under  the  so-called  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act,  which  is  com¬ 
monly  referred  to  as  Public  Law  480,  that, 
of  course,  may  account,  in  part,  for  the 
figures  mentioned  by  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky.  However,  I  cannot  imagine 
that  the  Department  would  have  set 
down  in  a  formal  memorandum  that  our 
export  markets  are  decreasing  unless  the 
statement  was  based  upon  the  best  sta¬ 
tistical  evidence  which  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  could  adduce. 

The  third  item  was  that  tobacco  for 
many  types  is  dependent  upon  exports. 
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that  field,  or  if  it  were  a  rather  slow 
decrease,  it  might  not  be  a  cause  for 
alarm.  However,  when  the  Department 
says  it  is  a  relatively  rapid  decrease, 
then  it  becomes  a  matter  of  some  con¬ 
cern. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  On  the  question  of  ex¬ 
ports,  it  might  be  well  to  get  into  the 
Record  certain  facts.  I  have  reports  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  my 
hand.  In  the  first  place,  even  flue-cured 
tobacco,  according  to  the  latest  May  1 
records  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  during  the  first  9  months  of  fiscal 
year  1959  had  an  increase  in  exports  over 
the  same  period  last  year.  So  far  as  bur- 
ley  tobacco  is  concerned,  exports  in  cal¬ 
endar  year  1958  were  40  percent  higher 
than  in  1957. 

Therefore,  all  the  talk  about  the  serious 
decline  in  exports  should  be  met  by  the 
record.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  insert  these  tables  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 


That  would  be  consonant  with  prior 
statements  by  the  Department. 

Then  it  was  said  that  the  present  sup¬ 
port  program — and  this  is  a  rather  un¬ 
happy,  but  I  think  an  accurate,  phrase — 
with  its  built-in  system  of  constant  in¬ 
creases  will,  over  the  next  10  years,  cause 
the  loss  of  most  of  our  commercial  ex¬ 
port  markets  and  force  us  to  a  100  per¬ 
cent  domestic  utilization.  With  that 
consummated  fact,  in  a  10-year  period, 
I  should  say  that  our  tobacco  growers 
would  be  deeply  in  debt.  I  lament  the 
thought  of  the  day  when  we  shall  be 
thrown  back  upon  domestic  consumption 
entirely  for  any  crop  produced  in  this 
country.  N 

If  that  happens,  then  it  may  be  that 
the  controls  we  will  see  will  beggar  all 
description,  or  else  there  will  be  no  kind 
of  regulation  whatsoever. 


U.S.  exports  of  unmanufactured  tobacco  by  types  and  to  principal  importing  countries  for 

specified  periods 
[Declared  weight] 


Country  and  type 

Average 

1951-55 

1956 

1957' 

1958 

July-January 

1957-58 

1958-59 

1958-59  as 
percentage 
of  1957-58 

Million 

Million 

Million 

Million 

Million 

Million 

pounds 

pounds 

.  pounds 

pounds 

pounds 

pounds 

Percent 

Flue-cured . 

405.6 

420.4 

417.  7 

398.  7 

288.4 

300.4 

104 

Burley _ _ _ 

27-7 

29.2 

20.5 

28.8 

^  9.5 

16.0 

168 

Source:  March,  1959  “Tobacco  Situation,”  AMS  USDA. 


U.S.  tobacco  exports,  March  1959,  with  comparisons 


[1,000  pounds,  farm-sales  weight] 


Type 

March 

Fiscal  year  to  date,  July-March 

1959 

.1958 

Percent 

change 

1958-59 

1957-58 

Percent 

change 

Flue-cured _ -  . . 

25,550 

4,800 

29, 700 
4,048 

-14.0 

+18.6 

377,  790 
25, 275 

374,  700 
18,  546 

+0.8 

+36.3 

Burley _ _ _ 

Source:  USDA,  CSS  May  1, 1959. 
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But  the  impact  upon  the  price  level 
may  be  an  unhappy  one,  indeed.  There 
cOuld  be  only  one  offset,  and  that  would 
be  to  cut  down  the  supply,  if  a  commod¬ 
ity  cannot  be  sent  into  the  world  mar¬ 
kets,  but  must  be  used  in  this  country. 

Tobacco  supports  must  be  geared  to 
modern  production  techniques.  There 
has  been  allusion  to  old  parity  and  mod¬ 
ernized  parity.  As  long  as  I  have  been 
laboring  with  this  problem,  I  still  become 
somewhat  confused  at  times. 

Old  parity  and  modernized  parity  rely 
heavily  on  price  relationships  on  the 
day,  formerly  on  mule  and  plow,  or  man 
and  hoe.  But  this  is  a  different  age, 
with  a  different  technology,  and  we  must 
recognize  that  fact. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  The 
present  so-called  modernized  parity  for¬ 
mula  still  uses  the  1910  to  1914  base 
period.  Would  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  favor  deleting  the  1910-14  base  pe¬ 
riod  reference  and  using  the  same  base 
period  as  labor  and  industry  are  using, 
namely,  1947-49? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  do  not  know  whether 
I  would  or  not,  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota,  I  do 
not  think  the  Senator  would,  because 
to  do  so  would  increase  parity. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  We  have  to  spell  out 
all  the  details.  When  it  is  reduced  to 
paper,  we  look  at  all  the  figures,  we  con¬ 
sider  the  price  index  on  both  sides  of  the 
ledger,  we  do  a  little  puzzling,  and  we 
come  to  a  conclusion. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  am 
one  who  favors  deleting  the  reference  to 
the  1910-14  base  period.  I  want  the  for¬ 
mula  to  be  modernized.  I  want  to  use 
the  same  parity  as  labor  and  industry 
use. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  would  not  quarrel 
with  that,  one  way  or  the  other.  I 
simply  say  that  in  every  case  the  prob¬ 
lem  is  resolved  in  language  and  in  terms 
which  can  be  understood;  then  we  deter¬ 
mine  whether  or  not  it  is  acceptable. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  not  quarrel  with 
what  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
said.  If  the  period  1947-49  is  good  for 
industry,  it  ought  to  be  good  for  agri¬ 
culture.  However,  the  effect  would  be 
simply  to  aggravate  the  situation  we  are 
considering  today.  Tobacco,  instead  of 
being  supported  at  56  cents  or  58  cents, 
would  be  supported  at  a  price  consider¬ 
ably  higher  than  that. 

One  reason  why  the  modernized  parity 
formula  has  increased  the  parity  price  of 
tobacco  is  that  a  large  part  of  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  a  tobacco  crop  still  requires 
the  use  of  much  hand  labor,  the  cost  of 
which  has  gone  up.  Push-button  agri¬ 
cultural  enterprises,  in  which  there  is 
hardly  any  hand  labor  used  any  more, 
can  do  much  better  at  a  lower  percent¬ 
age  of  parity. 

But  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
has  a  good  point.  We  ai’e  using  one  ab¬ 
solute  period  on  which  to  base  farm 
prices  and  another  one  on  which  to  base 
industrial  prices  and  wages. 


The  parity  formula,  as  I  have  said,  is 
today ‘obsolete  for  a  good  share  of  the 
crops,  because  there  has  been  no  way 
found  to  give  a  weighting  to  the  use  of 
hormones,  weed  killers,  and  all  the  other 
new  technological  inventions.  They  can¬ 
not  be  woven  into  the  parity  formula  to 
give  them  a  weighting.  I  have  been 
seeking  for  years  to  have  that  done,  but 
I  am  told  there  is  no  way  to  do  it.  Never¬ 
theless,  those  factors  have  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  produce  very  large  crops  at  half 
the  cost  of  20  years  ago. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  If  it  is  desired  to 
adopt  the  most  current  kind  of  formula, 
it  should  be  the  one  recommended  by 
the  Department,  namely,  a  3 -year  aver¬ 
age  of  prices  for  the  3  preceding  years. 
That  would  be  the  most  current  formula 
which  could  be  adopted. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  If  that 
parity  formula  had  been  in  effect  in  1934, 
when  the  average  price  for  wheat  for  the 
3  previous  years  was  33  cents  a  bushel, 
the  price  would  have  been  75  percent  of 
33  cents  a  1*ushel,  or  26  cents  a  bushel; 
and  that  would  meaningless.  That  is 
why  I  oppose  such  a  plan. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  would  be  for 
only  1  year.  There  would  be  nothing 
to  prevent  Congress  from  examining  into 
the  question  after  that,  in  4  or  5  years. 
That  would  be  a  niatter  of  legislative 
determination.  But  at  least  there  would 
be  a  striking  of  an  average  of  the  pre¬ 
ceding'  years. 

From  all  the  observations  by  the  De¬ 
partment,  as  carried  in  th§  memoran¬ 
dum  which  was  submitted,  they  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  if  there  is  to  be  legis¬ 
lation,  it  should  follow  one  of  two 
courses.  First,  it  should  relate  support 
price  to  market  price  or  market  average. 
That  is  one  course. 

If  it  is  desired  to  go  back  to  parity, 
then  the  Department  says  if  parity  is 
used,  wide  discretion  should  be  given  to 
the  Secretary  with  respect  to  support 
levels.  The  bill  does  not  gear  itself  to 
average  market  price,  and  the  discretion 
is  not  there.  So  it  is  understandable 
why  the  Department  of  Agriculture  op¬ 
poses  the  bill,  and  I  think  it  is  under¬ 
standable  why  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation  opposes  the  bill. 

If  I  had  to  assign  reasons  in  very  brief 
compass,  they  would  be,  first,  that  the  bill 
freezes  price  supports  at  current  high 
levels.  Actually,  tobacco  prices,  if  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  business,  could  advance, 
and  probably  would  advance.  The  bill 
sets  a  limit  so  that  they  cannot  advance. 

It  can  well  be  argued  in  that  respect 
that  this  is  a  pretty  acceptable  approach. 
I  suppose,  in  terms  of  the  suggestion 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  ,  if  it  were  done  on 
a  dollars  and  cents  basis  for  a  very  lim¬ 
ited  period,  with  whatever  other  quali¬ 
fications  there  were  as  a  stopgap,  that 
might  be  all  right. 

But  if  prices  are  frozen  at  the  current 
high  levels,  we  certainly  will  not  come  to 
grips  with  the  foreign  export  problem 
which  now  exists.  If  we  try  to  change  the 
level,  get  it  down,  or  modify  it,  we  will 
have  difficulty.  Meanwhile,  if  the  figures 
submitted  by  the  Department  are  cor¬ 
rect,  it  means  that  there  will  be  a  steady 
deterioration  in  our  export  markets,  and 


that  the  amount  of  the  exports  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  go  down,  down,  down. 

The  second  reason  assigned  by  the  De¬ 
partment  is  that  to  go  back  to  parity, 
both  old  and  new,  actually  we  will  be 
picking  up  an  old,  discredited  formula, 
so  that  there  will  be  one  price  support 
formula  for  one  commodity  and  another 
formula  for  another  commodity. 

The  third  point  is  that  there  would  be 
a  dual  standard  of  parity  prices. 

These,  in  the  main,  with  the  possible 
exception  that  some  little  advantage 
might  be  given  to  tobacco  growers  over 
the  growers  of  other  commodities,  are 
the  basic  reasons  why  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  opposed  to  the  bill. 

I  felt,  in  all  fairness,  that  I  had  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  make  that  case  in  a  rather 
rounded  context.  There  I  shall  leave  it. 
But  I  thought  I  should  express  to  the 
Senate  the  fact  that  the  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  opposes  the  bill.  However,  in 
fairness,  I  think  it  must  be  said  that 
some  of  the  State  farm  bureau  federa¬ 
tions  favor  the  bill.  Very  likely  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  the  State  federation  favors  the 
bill.  I  am  not  positive  of  that;  I  presume 
they  do.  But  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation  opposes  the  bill  on  larger 
grounds. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  op¬ 
poses  the  bill,  because  it  does  not  believe 
the  bill  does  the  job  which.. needs  to  be 
done. 

That  is  the  case  with  respect  to  the  bill, 
as  unemotionally  made  as  I  can  make  it. 
I  am  content  to  rest  it  there. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Some  of  these  farm 
problems  have  to  be  stated  rather  simply 
for  the  benefit  of  some  of  us  who  are 
far  from  being  experts  in  these  fields — 
although  I  know  of  the  clear  grasp  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
of  these  problems,  as  well  as  of  all  others 
with  which  he  has  to  deal. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
I  could  be  sure  of  that. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Would  it  be  fair  to 
conclude — or  would  it  be  an  oversimplifi¬ 
cation — that  the  position  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  that  the  present  formula  would 
eventually,  at  least,  result  in  lower  prices 
for  tobacco  than  would  be  brought  about 
by  the  proposed  legislation  now  before 
us;  and  that,  therefore,  the  tobacco 
growers  and  distributors  in  the  United 
States  would  be  better  able  to  compete 
in  the  foreign  market? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  would  be  one 
factor;  but  the  Department  has  to  look 
down  the  road  and  to  think  in  terms  of 
a  period  of  years,  for  the  benefit  of 
American  agriculture.  So,  as  the  De¬ 
partment  sees  the  export  market  de¬ 
creasing,  and — and  more  important — as 
it  sees  the  foreign  acreage  of  tobacco  ex¬ 
panding,  with  a  possibility  that  Ameri¬ 
can  growers  will  never  get  back  the 
market,  the  question  then  is,  what  is  the 
best  course  to  pursue,  not  only  for  the 
American  tobacco  growers,  but  also  for 
all  those  who  are  identified  with  the  to¬ 
bacco  industry,  because  the  problem  is 
not  alone  a  growers’  problem. 

Mr.  KEATING.  No,  it  is  not. 
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Mr.  DIRKSEN.  As  the  Department 
sees  that  problem  in  the  large,  it  believes 
that,  of  course,  there  must  be  flexibility 
in  the  program,  and  it  must  not  be 
frozen  at  a  level  which  would  not  give  the 
American  growers  a  chance  to  compete; 
and  the  Department  believes  that  the 
American  producers  can  successfully 
compete  in  the  world  market,  insofar  as 
tobacco  is  concerned. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  do  not  wish  to  seem 
parochial  about  the  matter.  In  my  State, 
tobacco  is  not  produced ;  but  in  my  State 
there  are  many  persons  who  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  distribution  of  tobacco. 

The  argument  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  has  advanced  impresses 
me — as  does  the  opposition^  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Farm  Bureau,  for  which  I  have  such 
high  regard — with  the  fact  that  probably 
the  interests  of  the  distributors  of  to¬ 
bacco  would  not  be  served  by  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Air.  President,  on  that 
point,  will  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Evidently  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  interested  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  tobacco  export  associations. 

I  previously  placed  in  the  Record  a  state¬ 
ment  showing  that  34  tobacco  associa¬ 
tions,  organizations',  and  representative 
groups  of  , growers,  distributors,  and 
warehousemen  support  this  bill;  all  of 
them  support  it.  Among  them  is  the 
New  York  Exporters  Associations — the 
Leaf  Tobacco  Board  of  Trade  in  New 
York  City — as  well  as  the  Leaf  Tobacco 
Exporters  Association  to  which  several 
New  York  firms  also  belong.  I  know 
that. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  dealers  in  tobacco  and  the  ex¬ 
port  associations  unitedly  support  this 
bill? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes.  I  will  give  the 
Senator  from  New  York  the  list  which 
shows  that  the  New  York  Exporters  As¬ 
sociations  strongly  support  this  bill.  I 
refer  the  Senator  also  to  the  statement 
on  page  4  of  the  House  committee  hear- , 
ings  on  March  25  of  a  representative  of 
the  Leaf  Tobacco  Board  of  Trade  of  the 
city  of  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  shall  be  exceedingly 
interested  in  seeing  it.  Is  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kentucky  able  to 
enlighten  us  as  to  the  basis  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  bill  by  the  exporters  associ¬ 
ations? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Certainly.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Jordan]  elaborated  very  clearly  on 
that  point  only  a  few  moments  ago.  It 
is  as  follows:  Under  the  present  mod¬ 
ernized  parity  formula,  there  is  an 
automatic  advance  in  prices.  Evidently 
the  price  has  reached  a  point  where  for¬ 
eign  purchasers  think  it  is  too  high,  and 
they  are  now  buying  from  other  sources, 
although  they  prefer  American  tobacco. 

One  point  which  has  not  been  brought 
out  is  that  in  the  tobacco  industry  the 
purchasers  do  not  purchase  for  current 
use,  or  even  one  year's  supply;  instead,*- 
they  may  stock  suppliers  for  several 
years  in  advance  of  use,  because  the  to¬ 
bacco  has  to  be  aged  and  processed. 
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If  we  were  to  enact  a  1-year  or  a  2- 
year  freeze,  they  would  not  know  what 
would  happen.  They  simply  would  not 
buy  tobacco;  or  else  they  would  buy  only 
for  their  minimum  and  immediate  needs. 
But  if  they  know  the  price  will  be  stabil¬ 
ized  over  a  period  of  years,  they  will  buy 
more  tobacco.  ' 

Evidently  that  is  the  reason  why  the 
tobacco  export  associations  are  favoring 
this  bill. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  appreciate  the  ex¬ 
planation  given  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kentucky;  and  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois 
for  yielding. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
only  one  other  observation  to  make:  As 
in  the  case  of  New  York,  no  tobacco  is 
produced  in  my  State.  But  that  is  no 
reason  why  I  should  not  be  interested  in 
tobacco,  because  it  is  a  part  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  economy;  and  that  economy 
moves  either  up  or  down  in  the  case  of 
either  wheat,  soybeans,  tobacco,  or  any 
of  the  other  commodities  which  are  parts 
of  our  overall  agricultural  economy.  I 
would  certainly  be  distressed  if  at  some 
time  in  the  future  we  were  to  come  close 
to  losing  our  entire  export  market.  In 
that  event,  in  order  to  use  up  the  crop 
on  a  domestic  basis,  what  would  have  to 
impress  itself  upon  the  tobacco  growers 
would  be,  indeed,  a  very  unhappy  thing'; 
and  it  would  have  to  translate  itself  in 
terms  of  the  most  drastic  controls,  if 
any  kind  of  a  livelihood  were  to  be  made 
from  the  production  of  tobacco.  But 
that  could  not  be  done  in  the  case  of  only 
one  crop  without  leaving  the  effect  of 
such  a  policy  felt  by  all  other  crops  in 
the  entire  agricultural  domain. 

That  is  why  the  problem  dealt  with 
by  the  pending  bill  cannot  be  considered 
apart  or  isolated  from  the  problems  of 
the  rest  of  our  agricultural  economy. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  I  have  fairly 
stated  the  case;  and  there  I  am  content 
to  leave  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open,  to  further  amendment. 

If  there  be  no  further  amendment  to 
be  proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  en¬ 
grossment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  1901)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is 
amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  and  adding  a  colon  and  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “ Provided ,  That  Tor  any  kind  of  to¬ 
bacco  (other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar 
binder  types  51  and  52.)  for  which  marketing 
quotas  were  in  effect  for  the  1958  crop,  the 
level  of  support  computed  in  dollars  and 
cents  for  each  subsequent;  croP  of  such  to¬ 
bacco  for  which  marketing  quotas  are  in 
effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of  support 
computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to 
the  1958  crop  until  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  exceeds  the 
level  of  support  applicable  to  the  1958  crop 
or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  com¬ 
puted  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  where¬ 
upon  the  level  of  support  for  such  subse¬ 
quent  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall 


be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of' 
the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  com¬ 
puted  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or 
computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  which¬ 
ever  computation  results  in  the  lower  level 
of  support:  And  provided  further.  That  in 
computing  parity  in  the  manner  used  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  the  parity  index  as  defined  in  section 
301(a)(1)(C)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be  used 
except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period  January 
1910  to  December  1914,  inclusive,  the  base 
period  applicable  to  the  kind  of  tobacco 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  shall  be  used.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  28, 
1945,  as  amended  (59  Stat.  506;  7  D.S.C.  1312 
note),  is  amended  by  deleting  the  proviso  at 
the  end  thereof  and  substituting  therefor  a 
new  proviso  reading  as  follows:  “Provided, 
That  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  the  level 
of  support  for  each  such  kind  of  tobacco 
shall  not  exceed  a  maximum  level  of  support 
determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visos  in  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed 

The’  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


\  WHEAT  ACT  OF  1959 

Mr.  ENGLE  obtained  the  floor. 

Mil  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  if  it  is  understood  that 
I  shall  not  thereby  lose  my  right  to  the 
floor.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  tW  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration Vf  Calendar  No.  283,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1968,  vo  strengthen  the  wheat¬ 
marketing  quota,  and  price-support  pro¬ 
gram.  \ 

The  hiotion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  Vo  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1968\  to  strengthen  the 
wheat-marketing  qubta  and  price-sup¬ 
port  program.  \ 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  NoVth  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  yield  to  me?  \ 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  yield,  if  it  is  under¬ 
stood  that  I  shall  not  thereby  lose  the 
floor.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  California  for 
yielding  to  me.  \ 

Mr.  President,  wheat  surpluseX  have 
been  mounting.  This  is  largely  because 
of  modern  mechanized  farming,  \new 
technology  in  agriculture,  unusuallyVa- 
vorable  weather  conditions,  and  ovVr- 
seeding  of  quotas.  While  production  h\s 
increased,  national  consumption  for  hu\ 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  1, 1959 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and 
the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level 
of  support  for  tobacco. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United,  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is 

4  amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  add- 

5  ing  a  colon  and  the  following:  “ Provided ,  That  for  any 

6  kind  of  tobacco  (other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder 

7  types  51  and  52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect 

8  for  the  1958  crop,  the  level  of  support  computed  in  dollars 

9  and  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such  tobacco  for  which 
10  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of 
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support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958 
crop  until  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  marketing  year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  exceeds  the  level  of  support  applicable  to  the 
1958  crop  or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  computed  as 
provided  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  whereupon  the  level  of  support  for  such  subsequent 
crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall  he  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  com¬ 
puted  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  or  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whichever 
computation  results  in  the  lower  level  of  support:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  in  computing  parity  in  the  manner  used 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the 
parity  index  as  defined  in  section  301(a)  (1)  (0)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be 
used  except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period  January  1910  to  De¬ 
cember  1914,  inclusive,  the  base  period  applicable  to  the  kind 
of  tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  shall  be  used.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  as 
amended  (59  Stat.  506;  7  U.S.C.  1312  note),  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  proviso  at  the  end  thereof  and  substituting 
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1  therefor  a  new  proviso  reading  as  follows:  “Provided,  That 

2  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  the  level  of  support  for 

3  each  such  kind  of  tobacco  shall  not  exceed  a  maximum  level 

4  of  support  determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  provisos 

5  in  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
(i  amended.” 

Passed  the  Senate  May  21,  1959. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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10. 


TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  1901  to 
modify  price  supports  for  tobacco  (H.  Kept.  421).  p.  8683. 


15. 


PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  I960.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
without  amendment  H.  R.  7509,  to  make  appropriations  for  civil  functions  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Department  of  Army, ,  certain  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
S^he  Interior  and  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  (H.  Rept.  424).  p,  8683 


FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
H.  Rv  3,  to  establish  rules  of  interpretation  governing  questions  of  the. effect 
of  acts  of  Congress  on  State  laws  (H.  Rept.  422).  p.  8683 

DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  7454.  pp.  8638-62 

WILDLIFE.  R£r«  Johnson, Colo. ,  urged  favorable  consideration  of  his  bill,  H.  R. 
7471,  to  establish  and  operate  a  National  Wildlife  Disease  Laboratory,  stressed 
the  point  that  Xwildlife  diseases  are  relatively  unstudied"  and  listed  several 
reasons  for  locating  such  a  laboratory  at  Colorado  State  University,  partially 
because  of  USDA  support  of  related  laboratories  in  that  area.  pp.  8679-81 
Received  from  Interior  a  proposed  bill  "to  amend  the  act  of  July  3,  1956, 
entitled  ’An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  cooperate  with 
Federal  and  non-Federal\agencies  in  the  prevention  of  waterfowl  depredations"; 
to  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  p.  8682 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS.  Received  ffqm  the  Commerce  Department  a  proposed  bill  "to 
amend  sec.  209  (f)  (1)  of  the\lighway  Revenue  Act  of  1953  in  order  to  provide 
for  the  financing  of  forest  highways  and  public  lands  highways  from  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund' ;  to  the  Ways  and^Means  Committee,  p.  8682 


16. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Received  from  the  Tex; 
leadership  to  awaken  to  the  role  of 
preserving  our  way  of  life.  p.  86$ 


Senate  a  memorial  urging  American 
small  farmer  and  small  communities  in 
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IN  APPENDIX 


J.7.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Byrd  inserted  an  article,  ’Vlt's  Hard  To  Beat  Senator 

John  Williams,"  which  commands  Sen.  Williams  "  who  at  last  seems  to  have 
muzzled  the  tax-eating  ow  called  the  incorporateckfarmer."  p.  A4651 

Rep.  Allen  inserted/an  editorial,  "More  Economih  Folly ,"  opposing  the 
proposed  restriction  ^placed  on  the  amount  of  CCC  loa^s.  p.  A4665 

18.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J\,  inserting  an  edi¬ 
torial  "which  caixls  attention  to  the  condition  of  a  forgotten  segment  of  our 
country  --  farnr  labor."  p,  A4651 

L9.  WHEAT.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  inserting  an  arts^cle,  "Wheatmen 
Agree  FaMt  Program  a  Flop,'.’  and  stating  that  it  analyzes  some  of  the  major 
questions  involved  in  handling  wheat  production,  pp.  A4655-6 

20.  GAO .  /Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Brooks  commending  the  General  Accounting 
Office  as  "an  invaluable  arm  of  the  Congress  in  determining  the  efficiency 
id  economy  of  the  conduct  of  our  Federal  Government."  pp.  A4662-3 

21/FABM  PRICES.  Rep.  Mclntire  inserted  a  Cooperative  Extension  Service  public; 
tion,  "Farm  Prices  and  the  Cost  of  Living."  pp.  A4667-8 
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22.  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Roosevelt  inserted  a  Calif.  Assembly  resolution  urging  tha$ 
tha.  proposed  San  Luis  project  bill  contain  the  160-acre  limitation  provision 
p.  A^6S9 

RURAL  REDEVELOPMENT.  Rep.  Flood  inserted  a  list  of  the  rural  counties  through¬ 
out  the  Nation  who  would  qualify  for  assistance  under  the  provisions  ox  the 
Area  Redeveopment  Act  as  reported  by  the  House  Banking  and  Currency  jZommittee. 
pp.  A4671-2 


23. 


24. 


25. 


LIBRARY  SERVICES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Mclntire  commendylg  the  success' 
ful  operation  of  programs  under  the  Library  Services  Act,  discussing  the  bene¬ 
fits  and  inserting  an  article  describing  some  of  the  cooperative  programs. 

PP« 


A4673-4 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Ex&^nsion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Coad  favoring  an  item  in  the 
public  works  appropriation  bill  for  1960  which  would  enable  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  commenc\  construction  of  a  certain  electric  transmission  line 
in  Iowa.  p.  A4681 


26. 


SCIENTIFIC  INFORMATION.  Re^u  Fulton  inserted  Dr.  PJCaxi  T.  Waterman’s,  Director. 
National  Science  FoundationX testimony  before  the' House  Committee  on  Science 
and  Astronautics,  "Disseminatrion  of  Scientific  information. "  pp.  A4690-2 


BILL'S  INTRODUCED. 


27.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  H.  R.  7490,  by  ReX»  Frelinghuysen,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended;  mq  Ed/caticn  and  Labor  Committee.  Remarks 
of  author,  pp.  8665-6 


28.  ELECTRIFICATION.  H.  R.  7494,  by  Rep. /Hemphill,  to  provide  for  the  comprehensivi 
operation  of  hydroelectric  power  r9source\  of  the  United  States;  to  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee. 


29.  FOREIGN  AID.  H.  R.  7500,  by  Ren'.  Morgan,  to  stipend  further  the  Mutual  Security 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended;  to  Foreign  Affairs  Committee. 


30.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  H.  R./7504,  by  Rep.  Flood,  t\  transfer  the  administration 
of  the  program  for  distribution  of  surplus  agricultural  food  commodities  to 
needy  persons;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 


31.  JUDICIAL  OFFICER.  H.  Jk,  7506,  by  Rep.  Poff,  to  create  X  judicial  officer  for 
the  Post  Office  Department;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 


32.  COTTON.  H.  J.  Rea<  408,  by  Rep.  Teague  of  Texas,  to  provid^for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  program  for  controlling  the  production  of  cotton  oV^  a  bale  basis; 
to  Agriculture/Committee. 


33.  FLOWER.  H.  J.  Res.  409,  by  Rep.  Younger  (by  request),  de si gnat ink  the  Luther 
Burbank  Shasta  daisy  as  the  national  flower  of  the  United  States ;  \£p  House 
Administration  Committee. 
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CGMMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS : 

June  3 y  Sale  and  transfer  of  acreage  allotments,  H.  Agriculture.  S.  Agriculture 
and/Forestry  (exec).  Caribou  and  Targhee  forest  small  tract  applications,  H. 
Inferior.  Removal  of  security  risks  from  Federal  payroll,  H.  Civil  Service. 
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86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 

1st  Session  j  j  No.  421 


TOBACCO  PRICE  SUPPORT 


June  2,  1959. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  1901] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  1901)  to  amend  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and 
the  act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  support  for 
tobacco,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably  thereon  with¬ 
out  amendment  and  recommends  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

STATEMENT 

S.  1901  as  here  reported  is  identical  with  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  except  for  technical 
amendments  which  were  adopted  in  the  Senate  by  unanimous  consent. 
The  Senate  report  (Rept.  No.  297)  set  out  below,  explains  the  nature 
and  purpose  of  the  bill.  Further  explanation  will  be  found  in  House 
Report  329,  accompairying  H.R.  5058. 


[S.  Rept.  297,  86th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  1901)  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  and  the  act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of 
support  for  tobacco,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with 
a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

GENERAL  RULE 

S.  1901  is  identical  to  H.R.  5058  as  amended  and  reported  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture.  It  provides  that  the  level  of  price 
support  in  dollars  and  cents  for  any  kind  of  tobacco  (subject  to  the 
3400)6 
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exceptions  hereinafter  noted)  shall  not  exceed  that  established  for  the 
1958  crop  until  90  percent  of  parity  computed  as  provided  by  the  bill, 
as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  for  any  crop,  exceeds  the 
lower  of  (i)  the  1958  support  level  or  (ii)  90  percent  of  parity  com¬ 
puted  as  provided  by  existing  law.  Beginning  with  such  crop,  the 
support  level  will  be  fixed  at  90  percent  of  parity  computed  by  which¬ 
ever  of  the  two  methods  results  in  the  lower  price.  The  method  of 
computing  parity  provided  by  the  bill  is  generally  similar  to  that  used 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  using  the  base 
periods  specified  in  the  law  at  that  time  both  in  determining  the  base 
period  price  for  the  commodity  and  in  computing  the  paritv  index. 
These  base  periods  were  August  1934  to  July  1939  for  burley  and 
Flue-cured  tobacco  and  August  1919  to  July  1929  for  all  other  kinds 
of  tobacco.  The  Agricultural  Act  of  1948  provided  for  use  of  an 
August  1936  to  July  1941  base  period  for  Maryland  tobacco  during 
1959,  but  the  base  period  for  Maryland  tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  that  a,ct  was  August  1919  to  July  1929.  Except  for  the  change  in 
base  period,  the  parity  index  would  continue  to  be  computed  as  pro-  i 
vided  by  existing  law.  The  method  of  computing  parity  provided  by 
the  bill  would  be  applicable  only  for  the  purposes  of  the  bill.  The 
bill  would  not  make  any  change  in  the  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  of  tobacco  for  any  other  purpose. 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1948  modified  the  parity  formula  so  that  the 
parity  prices  of  the  various  agricultural  commodities  would  reflect  the 
price  relationships  between  such  commodities  during  the  immediately 
preceding  10  years.  The  effect  of  this  so-called  modernized  parity 
formula  has  been  to  increase  the  parity  price  of  tobacco.  For  instance, 
the  parity  price  for  Flue-cured  tobacco  increased  from  54.9  cents  per 
pound  in  December  1956  to  61.3  cents  in  December  1958.  In  the 
same  period  the  parity  price  for  burley  tobacco  increased  from  53.8 
cents  per  pound  to  62.2  cents.  Tobacco  support  prices,  which  are 
fixed  at  90  percent  of  parity  when  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  have 
increased  correspondingly  and  the  industry  has  generally  agreed  that 
continuing  increases  would  not  be  in  the  interest  of  this  segment  of  our 
agricultural  economy.  Tobacco  producers,  warehousemen,  and  ex¬ 
porters  believe  present  general  price  levels  for  tobacco  are  reasonable 
and  therefore  your  committee  recommends  enactment  of  S.  1901. 
With  this  adjustment  tobacco  support  prices  will  continue  to  have  a  ( 
stabilizing  effect  on  price  and  income  in  the  industry. 

EXCEPTIONS 

The  general  rule  just  described  would  not  be  applicable  to  kinds  of 
tobacco  which  were  not  subject  to  marketing  quotas  in  1958,  namely 
Pennsylvania  filler  type  41  and  Puerto  Rican  filler  type  46.  It  also 
would  not  be  applicable  to  Connecticut  Valley  binder  types  51  and  52 
for  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  recently  provided  a  revised 
method  of  computing  parity  prices  under  the  authority  of  section 
301(a)(1)  (F)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  That  sec¬ 
tion  provides  that  whenever  the  parity  price  of  a  commodity  is  seri¬ 
ously  out  of  line,  the  Secretary  shall  make  appropriate  revision  of  the 
method  of  computing  the  parity  price  for  such  commodity.  Last  year 
producers  requested  the  Secretary  to  review  the  parity  price  for  these 
types;  and  the  Secretary  subsequently  established  lower  parity  prices 
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for  them.  The  general  rule  described  above  would  also  not  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  Fire-cured,  Dark  Air-cured,  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobaccos, 
except  for  the  purpose  of  imposing  an  upper  limit  on  support  prices  for 
those  kinds  of  tobacco.  Section  2  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  price- 
support  levels  for  Fire-cured,  Dark  Air-cured,  and  Virginia  Sun-cured 
tobaccos  shall  not  exceed  the  support  levels  determined  for  them  in  the 
manner  provided  by  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  by  the  first  section  of  the  bill.  Existing  law  provides  that 
these  kinds  of  tobacco  are  to  be  supported  at  specified  percentages  of 
the  burley  tobacco  loan  rate,  but  not  in  excess  of  a  maximum  rate 
equal  to  the  higher  of  the  1957  crop-support  level  or  90  percent  of 
parity.  The  law  would  continue  to  provide  that  they  be  supported 
on  the  basis  of  the  burley  loan  rate,  but  the  maximum  rate  provided 
by  the  bill  would  be  substituted  for  the  maximum  rate  provided  by 
existing  law.  In  the  foreseeable  future  it  appears  that  they  will  be 
supported  at  the  level  specified  in  the  bill.  They  are  currently  being 
)  supported  at  the  1957  level,  which  is  less  than  the  level  computed  on 
the  basis  of  the  burley  rate. 

DEPARTMENTAL  REPORT 

The  attached  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  relates  to 
H.R.  5058,  as  it  was  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
While  the  House  committee  revised  the  bill,  its  purpose  as  originally 
introduced  was  the  same  as  that  of  S.  1901,  that  of  preventing  further 
increases  in  tobacco  support  prices.  A  report  on  S.  1901  has  not  been 
received  from  the  Department  as  yet. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  10,  1959. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  oj  Representatives. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for 
a  report  on  H.R.  5058,  a  bill  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  support  level  for  tobacco. 

This  bill  provides  that  the  level  of  price  support  for  tobacco  shall 
)  not  exceed  the  1958  crop  support  level  until  such  time  as  90  percent 
of  parity  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1948  exceeds  the  1958  crop  support  level,  and  that 
thereafter  the  support  level  shall  be  90  percent  of  parity  computed 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1948.  The  bill  excepts  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder  types  51 
and  52  for  which  parity  was  recently  redetermined  under  section 
301(a)(1)(F)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
and  also  excludes  those  kinds  of  tobacco  for  which  marketing  quotas 
were  not  in  effect  in  1958,  namely,  Pennsylvania  filler  type  41  and 
Puerto  Rican  filler  type  46. 

We  estimate  that  the  index  of  prices  paid  by  farmers  would  have  to 
increase  8  percent  for  burley  and  13  percent  for  Flue-cured — our 
major  export  tobacco — before  the  old  parity  provision  would  go  into 
effect  and  the  freeze  removed.  The  extent  of  the  increase  required 
on  the  various  types  of  tobaccos  is  shown  in  the  attached  table. 

The  Department  is  convinced  that  the  United  States  can  produce 
competitively  a  quality  of  tobacco  which  cannot  be  duplicated  any- 
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where  else  in  the  world,  and  that  we  should  sincerely  try  to  find  some 
way  to  let  our  farmers  produce  it.  Tobacco  farmers  have,  under  the 
present  rigid  program,  been  sacrificing  their  longtime  best  interests 
for  possible  temporary  gains.  At  a  time  when  world  consumption  of 
tobacco  is  increasing  at  the  rate  of  5  percent  a  year,  our  exports  have 
been  decreasing  relatively  at  a  rapid  rate.  Although  it  is  generallv 
recognized  that  the  economy  of  the  tobacco  grower  in  many  types  of 
tobacco  is  heavily  dependent  upon  exports,  we  continue  to  follow  a 
course  that  is  continuously  shrinking  our  share  of  the  world  market. 

We  believe  that  the  present  price  support  program  with  its  built-in 
system  of  constantly  increasing  support  prices  will,  over  the  next 
10  years  cause  us  to  lose  most  of  our  commercial  export  markets  and 
force  the  domestic  industry  to  100  percent  utilization  of  the  tobacco 
leaf.  While  the  proposed  bill  will  eliminate  or  at  least  minimize  the 
substantial  increases  in  the  support  levels  which  otherwise  will  occur 
in  the  next  few  years  under  the  present  support  system,  we  believe 
that  the  use  of  any  measuring  device  for  price  support  purposes  which 
fails  to  take  into  account  present  day  production  tecbnologv,  is  most 
unwise.  Unfortunately,  both  old  parity  and  modernized  parity  rely 
heavily  on  price  relationships  which  existed  when  farming  was  almost 
e  .it 'rely  a  mule-and-plow,  and  a  man-and-hoe,  operation. 

The  Department  feels  that  the  tobacco  program  should  be  modified 
positive  basis  designed  to  achieve  increased  disappearance  of 
U.o.  tobacco  with  a  corresponding  opportunity  for  increased  produc¬ 
tion  and  higher  allotments.  A  proposal  for  a  positive  modification  of 
the  tobacco  program  was  outlined  in  a  memorandum  dated  January 
19,  1959,  from  the  Department  to  the  President,  as  follows: 

“Farmers  who  grow  tobacco  have  been  losing  markets  at  home  and 
abroad.  As  prices  of  U.S.  tobacco  increase,  foreign  buyers  change 
their  blends  and  turn  to  other  sources  of  supply.  They  may  never  be 
induced  to  return  to  our  markets.  The  present  old  laws  result  in  price 
supports  at  continually  rising  levels.  Acreages  at  home  have  been 
severely  cut  to  low  levels  while  acreage  and  production  expand  abroad. 

Legislation  should  be  enacted  to  relate  the  support  price  to  the 
market  average  or,  if  the  parity  formula  as  a  basis  for  price  supports  is 
continued  in  use,  to  provide  wide  discretion  in  the  level  of  supports. 

In  addition,  modifications  of  the  control  program  may  be  in  order.  | 
Tobacco  growers  have  widely  discussed  the  desirability  of  modifying 
the  present  control  system.  Their  ideas  of  providing  either  a  pound¬ 
age  quota  or  a  poundage-acreage  control  have  merit.” 

This  bill  fails  to  go  far  enough  in  correcting  this  situation  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1.  It  would  freeze  price  supports  for  tobacco  at  current  high  levels, 
thus  hampering  efforts  to  expand  markets  and  to  curtail  foreign  pro¬ 
duction.  Instead  of  such  a  freeze  we  need  more  discretion  in  setting 
the  support  level  so  that  we  can  regain  markets  rigid  supports  have 
lost  for  tobacco. 

2  It  would  put  back  into  use  a  formula  which  previously  was  dis¬ 
carded  by  Congress  because  it  resulted  in  unrealistic  parity  prices. 
Under  the  old  formula  parity  price  for  tobacco  is  based  on  the  level  of 
prices  in  1934-38  for  flue-cured  and  burley,  1936-40  for  Maryland, 
and  1919-28  for  other  tobaccos,  modified  to  the  extent  that  prices  paid 
by  farmers  have  changed.  Use  of  this  base  period  some  20  to  30  years 
ago  tails  to  recognize  the  changes  which  have  occurred  in  farm  tech- 
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nology  since  then,  and  the  changes  in  intercommodity  relationships. 
It  was  these  shortcomings  which  led  Congress  to  adopt  a  modernized 
parity  which  takes  into  consideration  price  relationship  in  a  recent 
10-year  period. 

3.  It  would  result  in  a  dual  standard  of  parity  prices.  Old  parity 
would  be  used  for  tobacco  whereas  new  parity  would  be  used  for 
other  commodities.  If  we  are  to  use  parity  price  as  a  standard  for 
price  support,  we  should  use  the  same  formula  for  all  commodities. 

4.  It  would  continue  to  place  tobacco  growers  at  an  advantage  over 
producers  of  other  crops.  Currently  togacco  is  the  only  price-support 
commodity  where  the  Secretary  has  no  discretion  in  setting  support 
levels.  This  level  is  and  has  been  higher  in  terms  of  percent  of  parity 
than  it  has  been  for  other  crops  where  even  under  present  law  some 
discretion  is  permitted. 

This  bill,  H.R.  5058,  reflects  a  recognition  of  the  soundness  of  the 
administration’s  position  that  the  present  program  is  destroying 
markets  rather  than  building  them. 

This  bill,  H.R.  5058,  reflects  a  recognition  that  the  present  law  can 
only  result  in  decreased  allotments. 

This  proposal  is  superior  to  the  present  legislation  in  that  it  prevents 
further  price-support  increases  for  some  time.  However,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  feels  that  the  bill  is  not  adequate  and  the  administration’s 
tobacco  program  outlined  above  is  far  better. 

H.R.  5058  would  have  the  tendency  to  lower  the  amount  of  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  funds  which  would  otherwise  be  invested 
in  the  tobacco  price-support  program.  It  would  effect  no  change  in 
administrative  expenses. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


E.  T.  Benson,  Secretary. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 

TITLE  I— BASIC  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  called  the 
‘'Secretary”)  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  available  through 
loans,  purchases,  or  other  operations,  price  support  to  cooperators 
for  any  crop  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  if  producers  have 
not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for  such  crop,  at  a  level  not  in 
excess  of  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of  the  commodity  nor  less 
than  the  level  provided  in  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c.)  as  follows: 

(a)  For  tobacco  (except  as  otherwise  provided  herein),  corn,  and 
wheat,  if  the  supply  percentage  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 
year  is : 
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The  level  of  support  shall 
be  not  less  than  the 
following  percentage  of 
the  parity  price: 


Not  more  than  102 _  90 

More  than  102  but  not  more  than  104 _  89 

More  than  104  but  not  more  than  106 _  88 

More  than  106  but  not  more  than  108 _ 87 

More  than  108  but  not  more  than  110 _  86 

More  than  110  but  not  more  than  112 _  85 

More  than  112  but  not  more  than  114 _ 84 

More  than  114  but  not  more  than  116 _  83 

More  than  116  but  not  more  than  118 _  82 

More  than  118  but  not  more  than  120 _  81 

More  than  120  but  not  more  than  122 _  80 

More  than  122  but  not  more  than  124 _  79 

More  than  124  but  not  more  than  126 _  78 

More  than  126  but  not  more  than  128 _ I _ 77 

More  than  128  but  not  more  than  130 _  76 

More  than  130 _  75 


For  rice  of  the  1959  and  1960  crops,  the  level  of  support  shall  be 
not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  parity  price.  For  rice  of  the  1961 
crop  the  level  of  support  shall  be  not  less  than  70  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price.  For  the  1962  and  subsequent  crops  of  rice  the  level 
of  support  shall  be  not  less  than  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price. 

(b)  For  cotton  and  peanuts,  if  the  supply  percentage  as  of  the 
beginning  of  the  marketing  year  is: 


Not  more  than  108 _ 

More  than  108  but  not  more  than  110 
More  than  110  but  not  more  than  112 
More  than  112  but  not  more  than  114 
More  than  114  but  not  more  than  116 
More  than  116  but  not  more  than  118 
More  than  118  but  not  more  than  120 
More  than  120  but  not  more  than  122 
More  than  122  but  not  more  than  124. 
More  than  124  but  not  more  than  125. 
More  than  125  but  not  more  than  126. 
More  than  126  but  not  more  than  127. 
More  than  127  but  not  more  than  128 
More  than  128  but  not  more  than  129 
More  than  129  but  not  more  than  130. 
More  than  130 _ 


The  level  of  support  shall 
be  not  less  than  the 
following  percentage  of 
the  parity  price: 

_  90 

_  89 

_  88 

_  87 

_  86 

_  85 

_  84 

—  —  —  83 

_  82 

_  81 

_  80 

_  79 

_ _  78 

_  77 

_  76 

_  75 


(c)  For  tobacco,  if  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  the  level  of  sup¬ 
port  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price:  Provided ,  That  for  any 
kind  of  tobacco  ( other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder  types  51  and 
52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect  for  the  1058  crop,  the  level 
of  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such 
tobacco  for  which  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of 
support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958  crop  until 
90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year 
for  a  subsequent  crop  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1 9J+9  exceeds  the  level  of  support  applicable  to  the 
1958'  crop  or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  computed  as  provided  in  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whereupon  the  level 
of  support  for  such  subsequent  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall  be  90 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year 
computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 


TOBACCO  PRICE  SUPPORT 


7 


Act  of  1949,  or  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended ,  whichever  computation  results  in  the  lower  level  of 
support:  And  provided  further,  That  in  computing  parity  in  the  manner 
used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the  parity 
index  as  defined  in  section  301(a)(1)(C)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be  used  except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period 
January  1910  to  December  1914,  inclusive,  the  base  period  applicable  to 
the  kind  of  tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
shall  be  used. 

(d)  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section — 

(1)  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for 
such  crop,  the  level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  90  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  for  the  1950  crop  of  any  basic  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity  for  which  marketing  quotas  or  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  are  in  effect; 

(2)  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas  for 
such  crop,  the  level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  not  less 
than  80  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for  the  1951  crop  of  any 
basic  agricultural  commodity  for  which  marketing  quotas  or 
acreage  allotments  are  in  effect; 

(3)  the  level  of  price  support  to  cooperators  for  any  crop  of 
a  basic  agricultural  commodity,  except  tobacco,  for  which  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers  shall  be  50 
per  centum  of  the  parity  price  of  such  commodity;  and  no  price 
support  shall  be  made  available  for  any  crop  of  tobacco  for  which 
marketing  quotas  have  been  disapproved  by  producers; 

(4)  repealed. 

(5)  price  support  may  be  made  available  to  noncooperators  at 
such  levels,  not  in  excess  of  the  level  of  price  support  to  coopera¬ 
tors,  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  facilitate  the  effective  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  program. 

(6)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  and  section  402,  the 
level  of  support  to  cooperators  shall  be  not  more  than  90  per 
centum  and  not  less  than  82 %  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  for 
the  1955  crop  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  with  respect 
to  which  producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas; 
within  such  limits,  the  minimum  level  of  support  shall  be  fixed 
as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section. 

(7)  Where  a  State  is  designated  under  section  335(e)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  as  outside  the 
commercial  wheat-producing  area  for  any  crop  of  wheat,  the 
level  of  price  support  for  wheat  to  cooperators  in  such  State  for 
such  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  75  per  centum  of  the  level  of  price 
support  to  cooperators  in  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area. 

(e)  Notwithstanding  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  section  2 
of  tbe  Act  of  July  28,  1945  (59  Stat.  506)  shall  continue  in  effect. 

(f)  The  provisions  of  this  Act  relating  to  price  support  for  cotton 
shall  apply  severally  to  (1)  American  upland  cotton  and  (2)  extra 
long  staple  cotton  described  in  subsection  (a)  and  ginned  as  required 
by  subsection  (e)  of  section  347  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  except  that,  notwithstanding  any  of  the  fore¬ 
going  provisions  of  section  101  of  this  Act,  the  level  of  support  to 
cooperators  for  the  1957  and  each  subsequent  crop  of  extra  long 
staple  cotton,  if ’producers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  quotas 
therefor,  shall  not  exceed  the  same  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as 
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for  the  1956  crop  and  shall  be  determined  after  consideration  of  the 
factors  specified  in  section  401(b)  and  the  price  levels  for  similar 
qualities  of  cotton  produced  outside  the  United  States:  Provided, 
That  such  level  of  price  support  shall  be  not  less  than  60  per  centum 
of  the  parity  price.  Disapproval  by  producers  of  the  quota  pro¬ 
claimed  under  such  section  347  shall  place  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  section  101(d)(3)  of  this  Act  with  respect  to  the  extra  long  staple 
cotton  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  such  section  347.  Nothing  con¬ 
tained  herein  shall  affect  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  under  section 
402  to  make  support  available  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  such  section  402. 

ACT  OF  JULY  28,  1945 

*****  *  * 

Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  and  directed,  beginning  with  the  1945 
crop,  to  make  available  upon  any  crop  of  fire-cured,  dark  air-cured  and  | 
Virginia  sun-cured  tobacco,  if  producers  have  not  disapproved  market¬ 
ing  quotas  for  such  tobacco  for  the  marketing  year  beginning  with  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  crop  is  harvested,  loans  or  other  price 
support  at,  in  the  case  of  fire-cured  tobacco,  75  per  centum  of  the  loan 
rate  for  burley  tobacco  for  the  corresponding  crop  and,  in  the  case  of 
dark  air-cured  and  Virginia  sun-cured  tobacco,  at  66%  per  centum  of 
such  burley  tobacco  loan  rate:  [ Provided ,  That,  beginning  with  the 

1958  crop,  the  levels  of  support  for  such  kinds  of  tobacco  shall  not 
exceed  the  higher  of  (a)  the  level  applicable  to  the  1957  crop  or  (b) 
90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price]  Provided,  That  beginning  with  the 

1959  crop,  the  level  oj  support  jor  each  such  kind  of  tobacco  shall  not 
exceed  a  maximum  level  oj  support  determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the 
provisos  in  section  101  (c)  oj  the  Agricultural  Act  oj  1949,  as  amended. 

PRIOR  LAW  WHICH  WOULD  BE  PARTIALLY  REACTIVATED 

BY  BILL 

Prior  to  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1948,  the  term 
“parity”  was  defined  in  section  301(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  as  follows:  “  ‘Parity,’  as  applied  to  prices 
for  any  agricultural  commodity,  shall  be  that  price  for  the  commodity! 
which  will  give  to  the  commodity  a  purchasing  power  with  respect  to 
articles  that  farmers  buy  equivalent  to  the  purchasing  power  of  such 
commodity  in  the  base  period;  and,  in  the  case  of  all  commodities  for 
which  the  base  period  is  the  period  August  1909  to  July  1914,  which 
will  also  reflect  current  interest  payments  per  acre  on  farm  indebted¬ 
ness  secured  by  real  estate,  tax  payments  per  acre  on  farm  real  estate, 
and  freight  rates,  as  contrasted  with  such  interest  payments,  tax 
payments,  and  freight  rates  during  the  base  period.  The  base  period 
in  case  of  all  agricultural  commodities  except  tobacco  shall  be  the 
period  August  1909  to  July  1914.  In  the  case  of  all  kinds  of  tobacco 
except  Burley  and  flue-cured  such  base  period  shall  be  the  period 
August  1919  to  July  1929,  and,  in  the  case  of  Burley  and  flue-cured 
tobacco,  shall  be  the  period  August  1934  to  July  1939;  except  that  the 
August  19 19- July  1929  base  period  shall  be  used  in  allocating  any 
funds  appropriated  prior  to  September  1,  1940.” 
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[Report  No.  421] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  1, 1959 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
June  2, 1959 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and 
the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level 
of  support  for  tobacco. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

\ 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is 

4  amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  add- 

5  ing  a  colon  and  the  following:  “Provided,  That  for  any 

6  kind  of  tobacco  (other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar  binder 

7  types  51  and  52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect 

8  for  the  1958  crop,  the  level  of  support  computed  in  dollars 

9  and  cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such  tobacco  for  which 
10  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of 
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1  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958 

2  crop  until  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  begin- 

3  ning  of  the  marketing  year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed 

4  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 

5  Act  of  1949  exceeds  the  level  of  support  applicable  to  the 

6  1958  crop  or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  computed  as 

7  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 

8  amended,  whereupon  the  level  of  support  for  such  subsequent 

9  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the 

10  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  com- 

11  puted  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agri- 

12  cultural  Act  of  1949,  or  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agri- 

13  cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whichever 

14  computation  results  in  the  lower  level  of  support:  And  pro- 

15  vided  further,  That  in  computing  parity  in  the  manner  used 

16  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the 

17  parity  index  as  defined  in  section  301(a)  (1)  (C)  of  the 

18  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be 

19  used  except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period  January  1910  to  De- 

20  cember  1914,  inclusive,  the  base  period  applicable  to  the  kind 

21  of  tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act 

22  of  1949  shall  be  used.” 

23  Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  as 

24  amended  (59  Stat.  506;  7  U.S.C.  1312  note),  is  amended 

25  by  deleting  the  proviso  at  the  end  thereof  and  substituting 
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1  therefor  a  new  proviso  reading  as  follows:  “Provided,  That 

2  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  the  level  of  support  for 

3  each  such  kind  of  tobacco  shall  not  exceed  a  maximum  level 

4  of  support  determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  provisos 

5  in  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

6  amended.” 

Passed  the  Senate  May  21,  1959. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  House  Rules  Committee  clear* 
Sen.  Russell  disputed  Sen.  Williams' ,  De 


wt\eat  and  tobacco  price  support  bills, 
statements  on  USDA  appropriation  bill. 


SENATE 

AGRICULTURAL  APPRO PRIATIOM/BILL,  1960.  Sens.  Russell^and  Williams,  Del.,  de¬ 
bated  whether  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  as  Rinsed  by  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vides  more  funds  than  /were  requested  by  the  Administration,  with  ^en.  a^se_ 
terming  as  "complete/y  in  error"  a  statement  by  Sen.  Williams  that  the  bill 
’calls  for  the  expenditure  next  year  of  $220  million  over  hid  above  the  amou 
which  the  administration  requested  in  its  budget  estimate.  \Sen.  Russell  stated 
that  certain  itefas  in  the  bill  were  authorizations,  not  appropriations,  and  in 
serted  tables  /Showing  advance  authorizations  and  appropriations\for  ^  6  c0-^= — 
vation  reserve  and  ACP  programs  for  previous  years,  pp.  8874,  88Y3- 

EGG  PRICES/  Sen.  Neuberger  discussed  "the  disaster  which  has  struck\gg  and 
poultry/producers  in  our  States,"  and  inserted  the  text  of  a  letter  hd^sent  to 
this  Department  urging  "steps  to  assist  in  alleviating  this  situation, 
sertj/d  two  articles  discussing  the  situation,  pp.  8851-4 

FORESTRY.  Sen.  Murray  commended  the  work  of  the  Forest  Service  in  the  reforests 
/ion  of  Teakettle  Mountain,  Mont.,  and  urged  enactment  of  legislation  ror  th 
establishment  of  a  Youth  Conservation  Corps  to  aid  in  forestry  conservatio  . 
pp.  8858-9 


vand  in- 


-  2 


LIVESTOCK.  Sen.  Hruska  paid  tribute  to  the  Union  Stockyards  Co. ,  of  Omaha, 
Nebr.,  on  its  75th  anniversary,  for  "its  steadfast  and  competent  service  to/the 
livestock\industry,"  and  inserted  an  address  by  the  president  of  the  Co. 
pp.  8841-3 


HOUSE 


5.  WHEAT.  The  Rule k  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  ,6i  H.  R. 

7246,  to  revise  acreage  allotments  and  price  supports  for  wheat  (£ee  Digest  82, 
- -i££m_8f  and  Digestv81,  item  24,  for  a  summary  of  the  bill),  p. 

y/J&L-p 


6. 


TOBACCO.  The  Rules  CoinmltteiL reportgjgf-a  resolution  for  consideration  of  S. 
1901,  to  modify  price  supports  for  tobacco  (See  Digest  82,  item  1,  for  purpose 
of  bill),  p.  D437 


7.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Began  deHtete  on  H.  R.  3601,  to  amend  th^  federal  Water  Pollu¬ 

tion  Control  Act  to  increaefe  grants  for  construction  oy sewage  treatment  works 
and  to  establish  the  Office  of  Water  Pollution  Control^  Rep.  Blatnik  quoted 

Secretary  Benson  as  saying  ,:w\have  got  to  stop  wasting  water."  (p.  8912). 
pp.  o911-12,  o91Z-44 

8.  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  King  criticize)*  the  "no  new  starts  policy  which  the  Adminis¬ 

tration  proposed  in  its  budget  requests,"  stressed  the  "importance  of  reclama¬ 
tion"  and  stated  that  the  charge  tn\at  reclamation  is  responsible  for  farm 


surpluses  is  "not  true"  and  that  surpluses  are^ a  "temporary  problem." 


8947-8 


pp. 


9.  PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judicidry1'  Committee  voted  to  report  with 
amendment  (but  did  not  actually  reportV/hL  R.  3283,  to  provide  for  the  de¬ 
fense  of  suits  against  Federal  employee-6  arising  out  of  their  operation  of 
motor  vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  ^mploym^nt.  p.  D437 


10.  PATENTS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  CommiJsLee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report  )  H.  R.  2739,  to  fix  the  fees  payable  to  the  Patent  Office  on 
patents,  and  H.  R.  4059,  with  am/ndment,  to  amenck  title  28  of  the  U.  S.  Code 
to  protect  copyrights  from  Government  infringement^  p.  D437 


11.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  froj^  the  President  a  supplerhental  appropriation  esti¬ 
mate  of  $295,285,072  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  $47,785/^70  for  fiscal  year 
1960  for  various  agencies/(H.  Doc.  169).  The  proposal  \oes  not  include  any 
items  for  this  Department,  pp.  8966-7 


12. 


WATER  TRANSPORTATION.  /&ep.  Shelley  stated  that  despite  statutes  such  as  sec. 
901  (b)  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936,  as_amended,  "whi)sh  provides  that 
at  least  50%  of__Gou4rnment  sponsored  cargoes  /^such  as  surplusXgrain  moving 
under- P.  L.  480/  snail  be  carried  on  privately  owned  U.  S.  flag^vessels ,"  the 
'  USDA,  ICA,  and  fhe  Department  of  State  have,  for  various  reasons  best  known 
to  themselves,  Engaged  in  actions  inconsistent  with  and  in  derogation  of  the 
purpose  of  th^  legislation, ’’  charged  that  certain  agencies  "have  apparently 
been  more  concerned  in  furthering  the  interests  of  foreign  merchantNnarines," 
and  urged  ’^prompt  legislative  action  to  prevent  the  extinction  of  the\tanker 
segment  op'  our  American  merchant  marine."  pp.  8961-2 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


13. 


SURPLJ/S  COMMODITIES.  Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va.  ,  inserted  his  statement  before  the  N 
Sen/te  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  favoring  proposed  legislation  to  es 
pahd  the  distribution  of  surplus  food  to  the  needy,  pp.  A4751-2 


L. 


TOBACCO.  The  Rules  Committee  formally  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration 
of  S.  1901,  to  modify  price  supports  for  tobacco.  (See  Digest  82,  item  1,  for 
purpose  of  this  bill.  The  Committee  voted  to  report  this  resolution  on  June  U.) 
p.  9096 


MUTUAL  SECURITY,  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.R. 
7500,  to  amend  further  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  195U,  as  amended  (H.  Rept 
■■*0).  p.  9096 


FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consi 
atiork  of  H.R.  3,  to  establish  rules  of  interpretation  governing  questions  o, 
the  effect  of  acts  of  Congress  on  State  laws  (p.  9096).  This  bill  provides 
that  no\ct  of  Congress  shall  be  construed  as  indicating  an  intent  on  thb  part 
of  Congress  to  occupy  the  field  in  which  such  act  operates,  to  the  exclusion 
of  all  Statb  laws  on  the  same  subject  matter,  unless  such  act  contains  an  ex¬ 
press  provision  to  that  effect,  or  unless  there  is  a  direct  and  positive  con¬ 
flict  between  s^ch  act  and  a  State  law  so  that  the  two  cannot  be  Reconciled  or 
consistently  stahd  together. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM. \Rep.  McCormack  stated  that  on  Mon.  the  .House  would  con¬ 
tinue  consideration  o£vH.  R.  7509,  the  public  works  appropriation  bill,  and 
H.  R.  U283,  exemption  of^  certain  officials  from  the  D.  C«/bax,  and  that  on 
Tues.  and  the  balance  ofN<he  week  it  would  consider  H.  yC„  36 10,  the  water 
pollution  bill,  H.R.  72U6,  \the  wheat  price  support  bi^i,  S.  1901,  the  tobacco 
price  support  bill,  and  H.  $\3j  rules  of  interpretation  concerning  the  effect 
of  acts  of  Congress  on  State  laws.  p.  9075 


/ 


5,  APPROPRIATIONS;  ALASKA.  Received ''from  the  President  an  appropriation  estimate 
for  the  fiscal  year  I960  of  $10,500*000  for  transitional  grants  to  Alaska  (H. 
Doc.  170).  p.  9095 

.6.  EXPENDITURES.  Rep.  Flynn  criticized  administration  fiscal  policies,  including 
a  reference  to  " squandering”  of  funds  ^Hrbpgh  this  Department •  pp »  9091-4 

.7,  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  June  8.  p.  90^ 

ITEMS'  IN  APPENDIX 


3. 


-9. 


FOREIGN  4 ID,  Sen.  Kennedy  inserted  an  editorial  commenting  on  the  proposed 
mutual  security  bill  for  1959,  "The  Struggle  Over  Foreign  Aid--Long-term  and 
Year-to-Year  Plans  Divide  Capitol  and  Administration."  pp.  AL807-8 

RECREATION.  Extensior/of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  urging  enactment  of  his  pro¬ 
posed  bill  S.  2010,/to  provide  for  the  creation  of  three  national  shoreline 
parks  and  inserti/g  an  editcrial  favoring  this  proposed  bill.  r.  A4  12 

WATER  POLLUTION/  Speeches  in  the  House  by  Reps.  Dingell  and  Price  during  de¬ 
bate  on  H.  R/361O,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 

Act.  pp.  Aifol3,  AU835 

BUDGET.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Springer  stating  that  "many  of  us  iri\the 
House  Have  been  contending  for  the  last  several  years  that  many  Federal  prfi^rams 
were /getting  out  of  hand  because  the  Appropriations  Committees  in  the  House  and 
Senate  were  being  by-passed  by  authorization  committees  drawing  on  e  e  r 


paxe  were  oenig  uy  -  -  / 

easury,"  and  inserting  an  editorial  in  support  of  his  viewpoint.  p« 


22. 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen*  Hart  inserting  his  statemei 
before  the  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  dealing  with  the  problei 
of  'expanding  our  domestic  food  for  the  needy  programs,  together  with  a  Michigan 
State,  memorandum  describing  the  operations  of  this  program  in  Michigan  during 
the  last  several  years,  pp.  Ali82ii-6 


23. 


EGG  PRICES*  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Hoeven  commending  this  Department 1 s 
programs  of  assistance  to  poultry  and  egg  producers,  and  inserting  tj?is  De¬ 
partment's  letter  to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  reviewing  the  jrfresent 
poultry  situation,  pp.  AU832-U 


2h,  RECLAMATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Moss  inserting  an  editorial,  "Land 
Limitation  Should\Be  Kept  In  Right  Order,"  discussing  the  application  of  the 
160-acre  limitatioXto  lands  to  be  served  by  the  proposed  Sap  Luis  project  in 
Calif,  p.  AU851  ^ 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


25. 


PUBLIC  DEBT,  S.  2121,  by  iSen.Saltonstall,  to  provide 
of  the  public  debt;  to  FinXace  Committee.  Remarks  o 
H.  R.  7583,  by  Rep.  Baring,  and  H.  R.  7589,  by 
21  of  the  Second  Liberty  Bond\Act  to  provide  for  the 
debt;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee c 

H.  Con.  Res.  197,  by  Rep.  Bering,  and  H.Cori.  Res.  199,  by  Rep.  Sikes,  ex¬ 
pressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress^ with  respepx  to  a  program  for  paying  the 
national  debt;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 


r  systematic  reduction  ^ 
author  pp.  8971-3. 
ep.  Sikes,  to  amend  sectio 
retirement  of  the  public 


26.  BUDGET;  OBLIGATIONS.  S.  2122,  by  Sens\saltonstall  and  Byrd,  Va.,  to  require 

semiannual  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  with  respect  to  the  finan¬ 
cial  commitments  and  contingencies  of  the\  Government ;  to  Government  Operations 
Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen.SaltonstalVpp\8973-5. 


PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  759U,  by  Rep.  Williams,  to  provide  for  the  filing  with  the 
head  of  each  department,  agency,  at  instrumentality  of  the  United  States,  the 
State  of  legal  residence  or  domicile  of  all  civilian  and  military  officers  and 
employees  of  the  United  States  Serving  with  such  department,  agency,  or  instru<~ 
mentality;  to  Post  Office  and -Civil  Service  CommitXpe. 


H.  R.  7^07,  by  Rep.  Perkins,  to  provide  disability  retirement  benefits  for 


civilian  employees  of  the  Gy 
and  Civil  Service  Commit t 


■ernment  in  certain  additional  cases;  to  Post  Offici 


SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  H.  Ry^581;,  by  Rep.  Baring,  to  provide  Ijhat  surplus  personal 
property  of  the  United/ States  may  be  donated  to  the  States ^fqr  the  promotion 
of  fish  and  wildlife /management  activities;  to  Government  Operations  Committee, 


29. 


FORESTRY.  H.  R.  7585,  by  Rep.  Curtis,  Mo.,  to  authorize  an  increased  program 
of  research  in  forestry  and  forest  products;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 


INFORMATION.  H/  R.  7606,  by  Rep.  Osmers,  to  limit  the  acquisition  aXl  use  by 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  of  equipment  for  reproducing  docu¬ 
ments,  drawings,  papers,  and  so  forth,  on  sensitized  materials;  to  Houie  Ad¬ 
ministration  Committee. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  H.  J.  Res.  1^17,  Joint  resolution  proposing  an  amendment  to\the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  to  require  every  appropriation  measure  to  x>e 
accompanied  either  by  a  revenue-producing  measure,  or  a  certification  that 
revenues  will  be  produced  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  appropriation  measure;  to 
Judiciary  Committee. 
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Report 
No.  439 


CONSIDERATION  OF  S.  1901 


June  3,  1959. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Trimble,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  286] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  286,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  8 1 

H.  RES.  286 

[Report  No.  439] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  5, 1959 

Mr.  Trimble,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  1901)  to  amend 

5  section  101  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  Act 

6  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  support 

7  for  tobacco.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 

8  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to 

9  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank- 

10  ing  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the 

11  bill  shall  he  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule. 

12  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  hill  for  amend- 


y 


2 


* 


% 


1  ment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the 

2  House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted, 

3  and  the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 

4  the  hill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without 

5  intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House 

debated 

tobacco  pric 

4  support 

\ill. 

Sen.  Symington  criticized 

^cretary  for  not 

submitting  "concret/ 

recommendations" 

on  farm  program. 

House 

Assed  public  works  appropriation  bMl. 
to  extend  child  labor  law  to  farm  )4tbor, 
bill  to  provide  donation  of  surp 
and  Rep.  Poage  introduced  and  S 
USDA  authority  to  make  and  ins 


Sen.  McNama\a 
Sen.  Neuber 
s  foods  to  State  pena 
Allott  discussed  bill 
farm  loans. 


introduced  and  discussed  bill 
r  introduced  and  discussed 
institutions.  Sen.  Allott 
o  simplify  and  codify 


HOUSE 

1.  TOBACCO.  Began  debate  on  S.  1901,  to  modify  price  supports  for  tobacco  (pp. 

9333-46).  Pending  at  adjournment  was  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Hoeven  to  provide  for 
a  3-year . freeze  on  tobacco  price  supports  at  the  1958  level  for  the  1959,  1960, 
and  1961  crops  (p.  9346).  Rep.  Hoeven  explained  that  his  amendment  was  "an 
attempt  to  get  legislation  which  will  be  acceptable  to  the  administration  and 
which  will  be  of  benefit  to  the  tobacco  farmers  of  America  without  returning 
supports  to  the  old  formula"  (p.  9337). 


wokk 


2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed,  380  to  20,  with  amendments  H.  R.  7509,  the  public  wofcks 
appropriation  bill  for  1960.  Rejected,  149  to  251,  a  motion  by  Rep.  Taber  to 
recommit  the  bill  to  the  Appropriations  Committee,  pp.  9323-6 


-  2  - 


3.  WATERv.  POLLUTION .  Passed,  254  to  142,  as  reported  H.  R.  3610,  to  amend  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  to  increase  grants  for  the  constructs 
\  of  sewage  treatment  works  and  to  establish  the  Office  of  Water  Pollution,/ 
trol.  Rejected,  156  to  240,  a  motion  by  Rep.  Cramer  to  recommit  the  bill 
the  Public  Works  Committee,  pp,  9322-3 


4.  TRADEMARKS j ; 'MARKETING .  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported 


with  amendraerit  H.  R.  1253,  to  amend  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Afct  so  as  to 
equalize  righth  in  the  distribution  of  merchandise  identified  b^/a  trademark, 
brand,  or  trade\name  (H.  Rept.  467).  p.  9355 


5.  RECLAMATION.  A  suT^ommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
voted  to  report  with,  amendment  H.  R.  804,  to  authorize  the /construction  of 
the  Spokane  Valley  F^eral  reclamation  project.  Wash.  and/Ida.  p.  D454 


6. 


7. 


PUBLIC  BUILDINGS.  '  A  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  Carffimittee  voted  to  report 
with  amendment  H.  R.  5404v  to  grant  GSA  additional  au^nority  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  alteration,  ano\acquisiticn  of  Federal  buildings,  p.  D454 


CONTRACTS;  ADMINISTRATIVE  MANAGEMENT.  The  ,:Daily  Digest”  states  that  the 
Manpower  Utilization  Subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mittee  voted  to  report  to  the  committee  a /report,  "Contracting  Out  ^ 

Government  Responsibility  for  Administrative  ^nagement,  and  Other  Services." 
p.  D454 


8.  FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  Rep.  Fountain  inerted  a  press  release  announcing 
hearings  to  be  held  June  16-19  on  billsl^o  establish  a  permanent  Advisory 
Commission  on  Inter- governmental  Relations,  p.  9353 


9.  SUGAR.  Rep.  Mumma  inserted  the  text  j£\ if  a  letter  discussing  the  possibility  of 
the  Cuban  Government  confiscating  4perican\ugar  plantations  in  Cuba,  pp, 
9349-50 


10.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE.  Reps.  McGovern,  Dingell,  and^  Burdick  criticized  "the  re¬ 
duction  in  the  budget  request /to  finance  studies\by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  in  the  Missouri  Basisr  which  was  '‘designed,  to  provide  adequate  plan¬ 
ning  for  fish  and  wildlife Resources  ...  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  ir\l960.”  pp.  9326-7 


SENATE 


11.  MILK.  Sen.  McCarthy ^titicized  this  Department's  issuance\of  a  milk  marketing 
order  as  establishing  "for  practical  purposes,  a  monopoly  for  Virginia  and 
Maryland  milk  producers  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  in  the  several  countiei 
surrounding  it"  2nd  excluding  "milk  producers  from  other  States  from  contract¬ 
ing  with  Federal  installations  to  supply  milk,"  and  inserted  atv  article  on  the 

subject,  pp. /S252-3  . 

Sen.  Proxjdlre  inserted  a  resolution  from  the  Wis.  Legislature  x^equesting 
legislation/lnsuring  that  "milk  and  milk  products  produced  within  Federal 
requirements  will  have  free  flowage  in  interstate  commerce."  pp.  92$4-5, 
9226-7 


12. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Symington  criticized  Secretary  Benson  for  not  submitting 
any  /Concrete  recommendations"  for  dealing  with  the  farm  program  and  inV^n- 
tox^  and  stated  that  it  is  "nearly  4  months  since  the  Secretary  assured  thi^ 
Senate  he  would  submit  an  omnibus  bill"  and  that  "the  Secretary  and  the  admi 

.  .  .  .  ^  .  •  It  AO/  1 


tetration  do  not  really  know  what  kind  of  farm  program  they  want."  pp.  9261-2 


t 


)59 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOI 


pursuant  to  an  election  made  for  a  taxable 
year  Beginning  in  1958,  the  basis  adopted  is 
the  approximate  revaluation  basis,  then 
the  taxpayer  may  change,  without  the  con¬ 
sent  of  tire  Secretary  or  his  delegate,  to  the 
exact  revaluation  basis  for  its  first  taxable 
year  beginning  after  1958. 

The  House  i^cedes. 

Amendment  No.  53 :  Under  both  the  House 
bill  and  Senate  amendments,  a  transitional  ~ 
rule  is  provided  where  the  method  of  ac¬ 
counting  required  tto  be  used  in  computing 
the  taxpayer's  taxes  fdr  1958  is  different  from 
the  method  used  in  computing  its  taxes  for 
1957.  Senate  amendment  No.  53  adds  the 
following  two  provisions  \p  the  transitional 
rule: 

(1)  section  804(b)  of  the '1,954  code,  as  in 
effect  for  1957,  and  relating  \o  the  special 
ceiling  on  the  reserve  and  other  policy  lia¬ 
bility  deduction,  shall  not  apply  with  respect 
to  any  amount  required  to  be  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  by  reason  of  the  transitional  rule,  and 

(2)  the  amount  of  the  deduction  allowed 
by  section  805  of  the  1954  code,  as  in'effect 
for  1957,  and  relating  to  the  special  interest 
deduction,  shall  not  be  reduced  by  reasompf 
any  amount  required  to  be  taken  into  ac 
count  by  reason  of  the  transitional  rule. 

The  House  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  55:  Subsection  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  819,  as  contained  in  the  House  bill,  pro¬ 
vided  a  rule  for  determining,  in  the  case  of  a 
foreign  life  insurance  company,  the  amount 
of  distributions  to  shareholders  for  purposes 
of  sections  815  and  802(b)(3).  This  rule 
takes  into  account  the  minimum  figure  as¬ 
certained  for  the  taxpayer  for  the  taxable 
year  under  section  819(b)(2). 

Senate  amendment  No.  55  provides  an  al¬ 
ternative  rule  (based  on  the  relationship  of 
insurance  liabilities  on  U.S.  business  to  the 
total  insurance  liabilities  of  the  company) 
for  determining  the  amount  of  distributions 
to  shareholders.  Under  the  amendment,  the 
taxpayer  may  elect  for  each  taxable  year 
which  of  the  two  rules  will  apply. 

The  House  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  56:  This  amendment,  for 
which  there  is  no  corresponding  provision  in 
the  House  bill,  adds  a  new  section  820  which 
provides  an  optional  treatment  for  policies 
reinsured  under  modified  coinsurance  con¬ 
tracts.  Subsection  (a)  of  the  new  section 
820  contains  a  general  rule  providing  that 
insurance  and  annuity  policies  reinsured 
under  a  modified  coinsurance  contract  (as 
defined  in  subsec.  (b)  of  the  new  sec.  820) , 
will,  in  general,  be  treated  as  if  they  were 
reinsured  under  a  conventional  coinsuraqce 
contract. 

This  optional  treatment  applies  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  policy  reinsured  under  a/fnodi- 
fied  coinsurance  contract  only  if  t tie  rein¬ 
sured  company  and  the  reinsurer /company 
consent  to  such  treatment  for  sdl  policies 
reinsured  under  the  modified  /coinsurance 
contract  and  consent  to  the  application  of 
the  special  rules  set  forth  in /subsection  (c) 
of  the  new  section  820  and  jme  special  rules 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  : 
or  his  delegate  under  the  Authority  contained 
in  such  subsection. 

Subsection  (c)  of  th6  new  section  820  sets 
forth  special  rules  /or  the  application  of 
the  general  rule  Contained  in  subsection 
(a)  (1)  of  the  neWsection.  In  general,  these 
rules  provide  ttfat  the  income  (including 
capital  gains)  ^reserves  and  assets,  expenses, 
and  policy  holders  dividends  attributable  to 
the  portioiyof  a  policy  reinsured  under  a 
modified  cannsurance  contract  will  be  treated 
as  the  iiioome,  etc.,  of  the  reinsurer  company, 
rather  than  of  the  reinsured  company.  The 
Secretly  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  is 
6rized  to  prescribe  additional  special 
rui/s.  y 

le  House  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  58:  This  amendment,  for 
r  which  there  is  no  corresponding  provision 
in  the  House  bill,  amends  section  6501(c) 


of  the  1954  Code  to  extend  the  period  dur¬ 
ing  which  the  tax  resulting  from  certain 
distributions,  or  from  the  termination  as  a 
life  insurance  company  or  as  an  insurance 
company,  may  be  assessed.  Under  the 
amendment  such  period  is  not  to  expire  be¬ 
fore  the  expiration  of  the  applicable  3-yeair 
period  provided  in  the  amendment. 

The  House  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  60:  This  amendment  adds 
a  new  subsection  (i)  to  section  3  of  the 
House  bill.  The  new  subsection  (1)  provides 
for  the  filing  of  income  tax  returns  by  life 
insurance  companies,  with  respect  to  their 
1958  income  tax  liabilities,  on  or  before 
September  15,  1959  (in  lieu  of  on  or  before 
March  15,  1959,  as  required  by  sec.  6072(b) 
of  the  1954  Code).  The  returns  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  new  subsection  (i)  are  to  con¬ 
stitute  the  returns  for  1958  for  all  purposes 
of  the  1954  Code.  Under  this  amendment, 
all  payments  of  tax  made  by  life  insurance 
companies  prior  to  September  15,  1959,  with 
respect  to  their  1958  income  tax  liabilities 
shall  (to  the  extent  such  payments  have  not 
been  credited  or  refunded)  be  deemed  to  be, 
payments  made  on  that  date.  Accordingly; 
no  interest  shall  be  payable  on  any  under¬ 
payment  or  overpayment  of  1958  income/tax 
pliabilities  prior  to  that  date.  This  ansfend- 
lent  further  provides  that  the  full  amount 
o\  any  remaining  1958  income  tax  snail  be- 
con\e  due  and  payable  on  September  15,  1959. 

The  House  recedes  with  clerical  amend¬ 
ments  . 

W.  D.  Mnx^ 

Aime  J.  For'and, 

Cecil  R.  Icing, 

Richard/M.  Simpson, 

N.  M.  /Mason, 

Managers  on  th/Part  of  the  House. 


PERMISSION  T&  SIT  DURING  GEN- 

■TE\JN  THE  HOUSE 

3.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
;nt  thaVthe  Subcommit- 
anagement  Relations  of 
an  Education  and  Labor 
ed  to  sit  during  general 
ouse  this  afternoon. 

Ft.  Is  there  objection  to 
le  gentleman  from  Ken- 

iCKyv 

There  was  no  objection. 

TOBACCO  PRICE  SUPPORT 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  286  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S. 
1901)  to  amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  Act  of  July  28, 
1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of 
support  for  tobacco.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be 
read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter¬ 
vening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit. 
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Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  and  yield  myself  such  time 
as  I  may  consume.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  is  recognized. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  286  makes  in  order  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  S.  1901,  which  would 
amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  and  the  act  of  July  28,  1945, 
to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  sup¬ 
port  for  tobacco.  This  resolution  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  open  rule  and  2  hours  of 
debate. 

S.  1901  is  identical  to  H.R.  5058,  as 
amended  and  reported  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  It  provides 
that  the  level  of  price  support  in  dollars 
and  cents  for  any  kind  of  tobacco,  with 
certain  exceptions,  shall  not  exceed  that 
established  for  the  1958  crop  until  90 
percent  of  parity  computed  as  provided 
by  the  bill,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the 
marketing  year  for  any  crop,  exceeds  the 
lower  of,  first  the  1958  support  level,  or 
second,  90  percent  of  parity  computed  as 
provided  by  existing  law.  Beginning 
with  such  crop,  the  support  level  will  be 
fixed  at  90  percent  of  parity  computed 
by  whichever  of  the  two  methods  results 
in  the  lower  price.  The  method  of  com¬ 
puting  parity  provided  by  this  bill  is 
generally  similar  to  that  used  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1948,  using  the  base  periods  specified  in 
the  law  at  that  time  both  in  determining 
the  base  period  price  for  the  commodity 
and  in  computing  the  parity  index.  The 
method  of  computing  parity  provided  by 
the  bill  would  be  applicable  only  for  the 
purposes  of  the  bill.  The  bill  would  not 
make  any  change  in  the  method  of  com¬ 
puting  parity  prices  of  tobacco  for  any 
other  purpose. 

The  Agricultural  Act  of  1948  modified 
the  parity  formula  so  that  the  parity 
prices  of  the  various  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  would  reflect  the  price  relation¬ 
ships  between  such  commodities  dur¬ 
ing  the  immediately  preceding  10  years. 
The  effect  of  this  so-called  modernized 
parity  formula  has  been  to  increase  the 
parity  price  of  tobacco. 

Tobacco  support  prices,  which  are 
fixed  at  90  percent  of  parity  when  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  in  effect,  have  in¬ 
creased  correspondingly  and  the  industry 
has  generally  agreed  that  continuing  in¬ 
creases  would  not  be  in  the  interest  of 
this  segment  of  our  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy.  Tobacco  producers,  warehouse¬ 
men,  and  exporters  believe  present  gen¬ 
eral  price  levels  for  tobacco  are  reason¬ 
able,  and  therefore  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  recommends  enactment 
of  S.  1901.  With  this  adjustment  to¬ 
bacco  support  prices  will  continue  to 
have  a  stabilizing  effect  on  price  and 
income  in  the  industry. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  this  resolution. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  has  stated, 
this  resolution,  House  Resolution  286, 
makes  in  order  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  S.  1901,  the  so-called  tobacco  bill,  un¬ 
der  an  open  rule  with  2  hours  of  general 
debate.  This  is  one  of  two  measures 
that  will  be  before  the  House  today  and 
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tomorrow  dealing  with  agricultural  prob¬ 
lems. 

First,  of  course  this  bill  S.  1901,  deals 
with  tobacco  and  the  price  supports  to 
be  paid  on  tobacco,  as  well  as  the  control 
of  tobacco  acreage  allotments.  The  sec¬ 
ond  measure  will  deal  with  wheat  acreage 
allotments,  support  prices,  and  so  forth. 

I  wish  to  take  this  opportunity,  before 
discussing  the  tobacco  bill,  to  say  that 
it  is  a  great  farm  dilemma  which  con¬ 
fronts,  not  only  the  Congress,  but  also 
the  country  as  a  whole.  It  is  a  growing 
problem.  There  is  some  politics  in  it  at 
times,  and  at  other  times,  none. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  if  I  may, 
coming  as  I  do  from  a  substantially  agri¬ 
cultural  district,  that  four-fifths  of  agri¬ 
culture  is  free  of  any  Government  con¬ 
trols  of  any  kind,  and  has  been  doing 
very  well.  It  is  in  the  areas  where  the 
Government  has  been  the  most  solici-' 
tous,  and  has  interfered  the  most,  that 
there  have  been  the  greatest  difficulties 
as  far  as  farm  problems  are  concerned. 
The  attempts  by  Government  to  control 
production  and  to  fix  prices  at  artificial 
levels  have  been  quite  futile,  in  most 
cases  during  recent  years,  as  I  am  sure 
most  of  you  will  admit. 

However,  despite  the  recommendations 
of  the  present  administration  in  power — 
the  Eisenhower  administration — the  old 
rigid  program  of  price  supports  has  been 
pretty  well  kept  in  effect  upon  a  very  few 
crops.  There  have  been  very  few  changes 
made  in  farm  legislation  during  recent 
years.  I  am  not  at  all  certain  we  can 
expect,  at  this  session  of  the  Congress, 
any  overall  labor  reform  legislation,  cer¬ 
tainly  in  view  of  the  situation  which  ex¬ 
ists  now. 

The  old  basic  crop  or  farm  legislation, 
as  I  say,  has  been  kept  on  the  books 
through  the  years,  although  amended 
slightly  now  and  then,  but  it  does  not 
fit  the  needs  of  the  average  small  farmer. 
As  I  come  from  Ohio  where  we  have  a 
great  many  small  farms,  and  family- 
size  farms,  I,  of  course,  am  particularly 
interested  in  the  needs  of  the  small 
farmer. 

As  we  go  into  the  discussion  of  these 
great  problems  and  issues  which  will 
come  before  us  in  these  two  measures, 
we  ought  to  remember  that,  despite  the 
fact — and  I  am  saying  this  simply  “out 
of  fairness  to  the  man,  because  I  have 
not  always  agreed  with  him — many  peo¬ 
ple  have  attacked  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  condemned  Secretary  Ben¬ 
son  for  that  which  has  been  going  on  in 
the  field  of  agriculture,  and  for  the  many 
heavy  farm  benefits  that  are  paid.  I 
have  read  a  number  of  newspaper 
stories  about  how  Mr.  Benson  was  re¬ 
sponsible  for  somebody  getting  $260,- 
•000,  or  $2,600,000,  or  some  outlandish 
amount  of  money,  out  of  the  Federal 
Treasury  because  of  our  present  farm 
program.  So,  we  ought  to  keep  in  mind 
that  this  bill  is  not  a  part  of  the  Benson 
program.  He  has  been  asking  Congress 
for  a  good  while  to  take  the  shackles  off 
of  agriculture  and  to  drastically  change 
the  present  farm  program. 

The  bill  which  comes  before  us  today, 
the  tobacco  bill,  will  make  some  slight 
changes  in  the  present  law.  Whether  it 
is  beneficial,  I  do  not  know.  Tobacco  has 


probably  made  the  best  record  of  any 
crop  under  our  present  price  control 
arrangements  and  laws. 

As  I  understood  the  information  and 
the  testimony  which  was  given  before 
the  Rules  Committee,  actually  what  this 
bill  will  do  is  to  make  tobacco  the  only 
crop  on  the  old  parity  formula  basis, 
instead  of  the  new  modern  parity  for¬ 
mula,  and  while  it  does  continue  the 
principle  of  giving  rather  high  price 
supports  to  the  tobacco  farmer,  in 
actuality  and  in  effect — if  I  am  wrong, 
I  hope  somebody  will  correct  me — will 
lower  a  bit  the  benefits  the  tobacco 
fanners  may  receive. 

There  is  some  argument  and  some 
conflict's  to  the  cost,  or  the  possible 
cost,  of  this  proposed  program.  Frank¬ 
ly,  I  am  not  a  sufficient  expert  on  the 
matter  to  tell  you  which  is  right  and 
what  is  wrong.  However,  I  do  know  I 
have  just  received  a  telegram  from  the 
president  of  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation  urging  that  we  support 
an  amendment  to  this  bill  to  be  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven],  the  ranking  Republican  mem¬ 
ber,  when  it  is  read  under  the  5 -minute 
rule  for  amendment. 

Mr.  Shuman  wires  me,  and  I  believe  he 
has  wired  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  of  the  House,  that:  > 

Farm  Bureau  favors  making  tobacco  prices 
more  competitive  in  a  clean,  honest,  and 
understandable  manner  which  would  be  less 
costly  and  more  acceptable  than  Senate  1901. 

Now,  there  again  you  have — and  I 
think  that  causes  confusion  in  the  minds 
of  many  of  us — the  statement  of  a  great 
farm  leader  that  this  bill  would  be  more 
costly  than  the  present  law.  Others  tes¬ 
tified  it  would  be  less  costly  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  if  we  adopt  the  provisions  of  this 
bill. 

For  that  reason  I  urge  and  suggest  that 
when  we  go  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  for  the  consideration  of  this  meas¬ 
ure  and  that  we  give  careful  attention  to 
the  debate  and  to  the  discussion  of  the 
bill.  As  I  said  in  the  beginning,  there  is 
no  minority  report  filed  on  the  measure. 
There  was  some  testimony  given  before 
the  Committee  on  Rules  which  was  crit¬ 
ical  of  the  bill,  as  well  as  a  great  deal  of 
testimony  favorable  to  it.  And,  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  these  conflicting  arguments  and 
statements,  it  perhaps  is  difficult  for 
those  of  us  who  do  not  know  tobacco  pro¬ 
duction,  and  do  not  come  from  tobacco- 
producing  districts  and  areas,  to  know 
just  what  should  be  done  with  this  bill. 
But,  I  do  want  to  report  there  was  no 
opposition  in  the  Committee  on  Rules  to 
the  rule  reporting  this  bill,  and  I  know 
of  no  opposition  on  the  floor  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  measure,  so  I  join  in 
asking  that  the  resolution  making  the 
bill  in  order  be  adopted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
HosmerL 

(Mr.  HOSMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  may  be 
the  only  one  in  this  body  that  is  opposed 
to  this  rule,  but  I  am,  and  I  am  opposed 
to  it  because  it  will  make  in  order  the 
consideration  of  a  measure  that  would 


put  another  patch  on  this  costly,  creak¬ 
ing  structure  of  farm  price  supports  that 
have  proved  so  utterly  useless  in  con¬ 
trolling  farm  surpluses.  I  think  it  is 
time  that  somebody  started  talking 
about  a  taxpayers’  revolt  or  at  least  re¬ 
lief  for  the  taxpayers  by  getting  rid  of 
these  programs  which  have  cost  $18  bil¬ 
lion  in  a  quarter  of  a  century  and  have 
proved  a  colossal  failure.  But,  you  can¬ 
not  get  a  bill  out  of  committee  to  do  it, 
or  devise  an  amendment  to  bring  it  to 
issue  on  the  floor. 

Now,  I  propose  a  program  based  on 
four  points.  The  first  point  is  to  get  rid 
of  the  farm  support  and  subsidy  pro¬ 
grams  immediately. 

The  second  point  after  that  would  be 
to  hold  a  fire  sale  to  get  rid  of  these  sur¬ 
pluses  that  are  costing  over  a  billion 
dollars  to  store  and  are  worth  about  $9 
billion. 

My  third  point  is  to  use  $1  billion  of 
the  proceeds  to  relocate  the  small  and  in¬ 
efficient  fanners  who  cannot  stay  in  busi¬ 
ness  without  price  supports. 

My  fourth  point  is  to  use  whatever  is 
left  to  apply  to  the  national  debt  and 
make  it  possible  for  us  to  achieve  a  tax 
reduction  at  a  sooner  date. 

Unless  we  get  rid  of  them,  farm  sup¬ 
ports  will  cost  around  $5.4  billion  this 
year.  That  is  $2.2  billion  more  than  the 
entire  Federal  budget  of  1924  and  more 
than  is  currently  required  to  support  the 
U.S.  Army  at  a  time  of  national  peril. 
Fifty-five  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farm¬ 
ers  have  voted  in  a  recent  poll  for  no 
supports,  no  controls,  no  price  floors, 
free  and  open  markets,  and  to  get  the 
Government  clear  out. 

Farm  subsidies  hit  the  taxpayers  twice, 
once  for  increased  prices  of  clothing  and 
food  and  once  again  by  pirating  about 
20  cents  out  of  every  tax  dollar  to  pay 
for  the  programs.  It  seems  to  me  that 
our  only  sensible  course  is  to  stop  throw¬ 
ing  good  money  after  bad  and  get  rid  of 
this  mess  as  'fast  as  we  can  and  return 
to  what  the  farmers  want  by  a  "majority 
vote,  a  free  market  in  agriculture,  as  we 
have  a  free  market  in  other  things.  I 
truly  believe  if  this  Congress  would  fol¬ 
low  the  majority  vote  and  wishes  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States  it  would  cease 
and  end  this  program  as  of  now.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  no  less  scandalous  and  no  less 
moral  to  give  people’s  tax  money  to  big 
farmers  than  it  would  be  to  give  it  to 
United  States  Steel  or  General  Motors. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Is  it  not  true  that  with 
4.8  million  farms' in  this  country,  it  is 
averaging  more  than  $1,000  a  farm  per 
year  to  keep  this  program  going? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  have  not  figured 
it,  but  I  do  not  doubt  the  gentleman’s 
statistics. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  yield  because  in  my  previous 
remarks  I  said  that  Mr.  Shuman,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Farm  Bureau,  was  from  one 
of  the  Southern  States.  Since  I  re- 
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turned  to  my  desk  I  have  been  informed, 
of  course,  as  I  well  knew,  that  he  was 
from  Illinois.  I  had  him  confused  in  my 
mind  with  Mr.  O'Neill,  of  Alabama,  who 
was  for  many  years  president  of  the 
Farm  Bureau.  I  wish  to  make  this  cor¬ 
rection  in  order  that  I  might  not  be 
called  to  order  on  the  floor  for  remarks 
made  previously. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  consideration  of 
the  bill  (S.  1901)  to  amend  section  101(c) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the 
act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  S.  1901,  with  Mr. 
Delaney  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  try  to  be  brief. 
This  is  a  very  important  problem  we 
are  dealing  with  today.  We  think  that 
by  this  bill  we  are  doing  exactly  what 
the  President  of  the  United  States  indi¬ 
cated  should  be  done  when  he  pre¬ 
sented  his  agriculture  message  to  Con¬ 
gress  on  January  29,  1959.  In  speaking 
of  tobacco,  the  President  said  this: 

The  present  old  laws  result  in  price  sup¬ 
port  at  continually  rising  levels. 

That  is  a  clear  indication  that  he 
w'ould  like  us  to  do  something  that 
would  prevent  price  supports  from  con¬ 
tinually  rising.  That  is  the  very  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  legislation. 

The  idea  did  not  originate  with  the 
President,  however.  Last  fall  I  ap¬ 
pointed  a  small  subcommittee  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
authorized  the  subcommittee  to  investi¬ 
gate  and  to  make  on-the-spot  studies 
of  the  situation  in  foreign  countries  to 
determine  what,  if  anything,  could  be 
done  to  expand  our  export  markets  for 
tobacco.  That  subcommittee  was  head¬ 
ed  by  the  gentleman  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Watts!.  The  subcommittee,  after 
making  the  trip  and  conferring  with  of¬ 
ficials  of  our  own  and  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  and  with  people  in  -the  tobacco 
trade,  came  back  and  filed  the  most 
comprehensive  report  ever  written  on 
the  subject  of  tobacco. 

The  farm  organizations  of  the  tobac¬ 
co-growing  area,  everyone  in  the  tobac¬ 
co  industry — the  farmers,  the  auction 
warehousemen,  the  tobacco  buyers,  and 
the  exporters  and  manufacturers — all 
came  together  and  appointed  an  in¬ 
dustrywide  committee  composed  of  18 
men.  I  conferred  with  the  committee 
and  then  immediately  arranged  for  a 
subcommittee  hearing. 

The  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Abbitt]  is  chairman  of  the  Tobacco 


Subcommittee  of  our  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  and  he  held  hearings  in  our 
committee  room.  After  carefully  sur¬ 
veying  the  situation  and  after  the  mat¬ 
ter  had  been  widely  publicized  over  the 
radio,  television,  and  through  the  news¬ 
papers,  I  did  not  receive  one  objection 
to  the  proposals  contained  in  this  legis¬ 
lation.  Actually,  I  was  a  little  appre¬ 
hensive  and  thought  that  we  would 
meet  with  objection,  because  the  bill 
will  actually  prevent  an  increase  in  the 
price  support  levels  for  tobacco.  I  can¬ 
not  see  how  anyone  can  object  to  our 
preventing  an,  increase  in  the  financial 
burdens  now  being  borne  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  in  connection  with  the 
farm  program. 

I  received  a  letter  from  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  I  shall  not  delay  long 
enough  to  read  it,  but  I  call  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  it  in  the  report.  In  reporting 
upon  a  bill  introduced  by  Congressman 
Jennings,  of  Virginia,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  did  not  indicate  his  opposi¬ 
tion  but  merely  said  in  effect  that  the 
bill  did  not  go  far  enough.  He  meant  by 
that  that  it  was  a  step  in  the  right  direc¬ 
tion  but  it  did  not  reduce  the  price  sup¬ 
port  level  for  tobacco.  After  consider¬ 
ing  the  Jennings  bill  as  it  had  been 
originally  introduced  we  came  to  the 
question  of  what  parity  formula  would 
be  used  in  calculating  price  suppoi’ts  for 
tobacco,  whether  we  would  continue  un¬ 
der  the  new  parity,  modernized  parity, 
which  would  result  in  continually  in¬ 
creasing  price  support  levels,  or  whether 
we  would  go  back  to  old  parity  and  pre¬ 
vent  an  increase.  So  to  satisfy  those 
who  objected  to  tobacco  returning  to  old 
parity  while  other  crops  remained  under 
the  new  parity,  we  have  provided  in  the 
bill  that  the  Secretary  should  make  his 
calculations  under  both  the  old  formula 
and  the  new  formula  and  use  the  lower 
of  the  two. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  other  group  of 
producers  of  any  other  commodity  that 
is  willing  to  accept  the  provisions  of  this 
bill.  If  wheat  producers,  or  the  corn  pro¬ 
ducers,  are  willing  to  accept  these  provi¬ 
sions,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  vote  in 
favor  of  conferring  authority  upon  the 
Secretary  to  deal  with  the  problems  of 
producers  of  other  commodities. 

But,  let  me  call-  your  attention  to  one 
thing.  Tobacco  is  important  as  a  tax 
revenue  producing  proposition.  Federal, 
State,  and  local  taxes  collected  on  tobac¬ 
co  products  amount  to  $2,500  million  a 
year.  Thus,  each  acre  of  tobacco  cul¬ 
tivated  in  the  United  States  yields,  by 
the  time  it  is  used  by  consumers,  $2,500 
in  taxes  to  help  finance  Federal,  State 
and  local  governments.  Juri  imagine  it. 

The  farmer  receives  for  the  tobacco  in 
this  package  of  cigarettes  which  I  hold 
in  my  hand,  slightly  more  than  one  pen¬ 
ny.  It  is  one  and  one-tenth  cents  that 
the  farmer  receives  for  the  tobacco  which 
goes  into  this  package  of  cigarettes;  yet, 
the  consuming  public  pays  on  the  average 
25  cents  a  pack. 

If  the  farmer  produced  the  tobacco 
and  gave  it  to  the  cirgarette  manufac¬ 
turers  this  would  affect  the  price  of  cig¬ 
arettes  little,  if  any  at  all. 

The  $2,500  million  in  taxes  collected 
on  tobacco  each  year  would  pay  for  all 


farm  price  support  programs,  with 
money  to  spare. 

It  is  strange  to  see  a  group  of  farmers 
and  producers  and  exporters  and  manu¬ 
facturers  all  here  asking  the  Congress 
to  prevent  increases  in  price  supports. 
We  realize  that  the  support  prices  have 
gone  too  high.  I  shall  not  take  the  time 
to  explain  to  you  how  this  has  come 
about,  but  I  will  yield  to  my  colleagues 
who  are  entirely  familiar  with  it  and 
then  they  will  explain  to  you  just  why 
tobacco,  as  a  commodity,  is  now  in  a 
unique  position. 

Mr.  JONAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONAS.  The  gentleman  stated 
that  it  was  unusual  to  see  this  action 
which  is  supported  by  the  tobacco  grow¬ 
ers  and  the  industry,  and  I  agree  that 
it  is.  But,  I  think  the  members  of  the 
committee  would  like  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  to  explain  why  the  to¬ 
bacco  growers  and  producers  and  other 
people  connected  with  the  industry  are 
willing  to  accept  a  reduced  price  support 
program. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
the  suggestion. 

The  idea  is  to  prevent  our  commodity 
from  being  priced  out  of  the  markets  of 
the  world  and  to  bring  about  a  stability 
in  prices  so  that  the  users  of  our  tobacco 
in  foreign  countries  can  maintain  a 
blended  cigarette  and  know  that  next 
year  the  prices  will  not  be  skyrocketing 
up  and  up  and  up.  The  reason  for  that 
increase  in  the  price  support  level  will 
be  explained  by  one  of  the  members  of 
our  committee. 

In  closing  my  remarks,  I  would  like 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  House  to 
what  happened  in  the  other  body.  On 
May  21,  this  bill  before  us  today  passed 
the  other  body  on  a  voice  vote.  On  page 
7866  of  the  Record  there  is  a  long  list 
of  the  organizations  that  are  supporting 
this  legislation.  I  might  say  that  the 
farm  organizations  and  all  of  the  major 
tobacco  growing  areas  are  supporting 
this  bill.  I  hope  the  bill  will  be  adopted 
without  opposition. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  no 
expert  on  tobacco.  In  fact,  I  never  saw 
a  tobacco  plant  growing  until  I  became  a 
Membei;  of  the  Congress  and  was  assigned 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  No  to¬ 
bacco  is  grown  in  my  area  or  in  the  State 
of  Iowa.  We  have  here  a  bill  which  is 
commendable  in  several  respects  in  that 
it  does  try  to  reduce  the  support  level. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  there  are  some 
objectionable  features  that  I  want  to  call 
to  your  attention.  Befoi*e  I  forget  it,  my 
good  chairman  made  reference  to  the 
fact  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in 
a  report  on  the  bill  H.R.  5058,  I  believe 
the  first  bill  that  came  to  the  attention 
of  our  committee  in  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  did  say  this  was  a  step  in  the  right 
direction,  but  subsequent  to  that  time 
under  date  of  May  25,  the  chairman  also 
received  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  as  follows: 
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Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  May  25, 1959. 
Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley:  Inquiries  to 
the  Department  indicate  there  is  some  doubt 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  Department  favors 
passage  of  H.R.  5058  concerning  tobacco  price 
supports. 

In  order  to  further  clarify  our  position  it 
should  be  understood  that  in  our  view  the 
bill  is  inadequate.  It  will  not  accomplish 
the  adjustment  needed  to  regain  lost  mar¬ 
kets  and  preserve  existing  ones. 

It  would  result  in  a  dual  standard  of  parity 
prices.  Old  parity  would  be  used  for  to¬ 
bacco,  whereas  new  parity  would  be  used  for 
other  commodities.  If  we  are  to  use  parity 
price  as  a  standard  for  price  support,  we 
should  use  the  same  formula  for  all  com- 
modities.  You  can  understand,  therefore, 
that  the  Department  does  not  approve  of  the 
proposed  use  of  old  parity  for  tobacco. 

Therefore  the  bill  in  its  present  form 
should  not  pass. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ezra  Taft  Benson. 

(Copy  to  Hon.  Charles  B.  Hoeven.) 

Now  we  have  here  a  proposition  which 
I  think  I  can  sum  up  in  this  phraseology : 
A  proposition  of  having  your  cake  and 
eating  it  too.  In  other  words,  keep  price 
supports  from  rising  in  order  to  save 
tobacco  exports,  but  at  the  same  time 
preserve  the  symbol  of  90  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  now  retained  by  tobacco  alone,  and 
if  we  are  to  use  parity  price  as  a  stand¬ 
ard  for  price  support  we  should  use  the 
same  formula  for  all  commodities.  That 
is  a  matter  of  equity,  of  course. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  order  to  dispel  any 
doubt  concerning  the  nature  and  origin 
of  this  legislation,  I  would  like  to  briefly 
trace  the  legislative  history  of  this  bill. 
This  legislation  was  first  introduced  on 
February  26,  1959,  as  H.R.  5058  by  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Jennings].  As  originally  intro¬ 
duced,  the  bill  simply  froze  the  level  of 
support  for  most  kinds  of  tobacco  at  the 
lower  of  the  1958  level  or  90  percent  of 
modernized  parity  until  90  percent  of  old 
parity  exceeded  the  1958  level.  There¬ 
after,  price  supports  for  tobacco  would 
have  been  establishd  solely  on  the  basis 
of  old  parity. 

On  April  9,  the  tobacco  subcommittee 
ordered  H.R.  5058  reported  to  the  full 
Committee  on  Agriculture  with  two 
amendments.  The  first  amendment  was 
designed  to  make  it  clear  that  the  bill 
would  apply  to  Fire-cured,  Dark-Air- 
cured,  and  Virginia  Sun-cured  tobacco, 
since  price  supports  on  these  tobaccos 
are  based  on  a  percentage  of  the  support 
rate  for  burley  tobacco.  The  second 
amendment  provided  that  in  computing 
old  parity  as  provided  in  the  bill,  the 
modernized  parity  index  would  be  used. 
The  reason  given  for  using  the  modern¬ 
ized  parity  index — which  includes  wage 
rates,  interest,  and  taxes — in  the  old  par¬ 
ity  formula  was  to  prevent  unnecessary 
bookwork  and  administrative  duplica¬ 
tion  within  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

H.R.  5058  was  considered  by  the  full 
committee  on  April  16  and  was  ordered 
reported  by  a  21  to  10  vote  which  in¬ 
corporated  the  subcommittee  amend¬ 
ments.  An  amendment  to  provide  a  3- 


year  freeze  of  price  support  at  the  1958 
level  was  defeated  20  to  11. 

After  it  became  apparent  that  this  bill 
would  not  pass  the  House  on  either  the 
consent  calendar  or  by  suspension  of  the 
rules,  it  was  brought  back  to  the  full 
committee  for  reconsideration.  The  full 
committee  on  April  28  further  amended 
the  bill  and  again  reported  it1  to  the 
House.  The  bill  was  reported  to  the 
House  on  May  5  in  House  Report  No. 
329.  The  final  committee  amendment 
was  for  all  practical  purposes  a  play  on 
words.  This  final  amendment  merely 
froze  price  supports  at  the  1958  level 
until  90  percent  of  old  parity  exceeds 
the  lower  of  either  the  1958  level  or  90 
percent  of  modernized  parity.  There¬ 
after,  price  supports  would  have  been 
based  on  the  lower  of  old  or  modernized 
parity. 

It  again  became  apparent  to  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  this  legislation  that  it  would  be¬ 
come  difficult  to  pass  the  House  bill, 
it  was  introduced  in  the  other  body  as 
S.  1901.  As  pointed  out  in  Senate  Re¬ 
port  No.  297,  S.  1901  is  identical  to  H.R. 
5058  and,  with-  the  exception  of  a  tech¬ 
nical  amendment  adopted  on  the  floor, 
the  other  body  passed  S.  1901  on  May 
21.  In  other  words,  we  are  considering 
H.R.  5058  by  the  circuitous  route  of  the 
other  body. 

S.  1901  was  then  considered  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
ordered  reported  to  the  House  on  June  1, 
1959.  The  Committee  on  Rules  has  de¬ 
nied  our  distinguished  chairman’s  re¬ 
quest  for  a  closed  rule  and  the  bill  is  be¬ 
fore  us  today  on  a  2 -hour  open  rule. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  opposed  to  S. 
1901  for  two  reasons.  The  first  reason 
is  that  this  bill  sets  a  very  bad  precedent 
for  other  commodities  in  returning  to¬ 
bacco  price  support  calculations  to  the 
old  parity  formula.  The  second  reason 
is  that  this  unduly  complicated  and  com¬ 
plex  bill  will  do  nothing  more  than'fool 
our  tobacco  farmers  and  the  public  in 
general. 

I  would  like  to  draw  your  attention 
to  some  of  the  reasons  why  we  are  to¬ 
day  considering  this  bill  which  lowers 
price  supports  for  tobacco.  I  want  to 
make  it  clear,  however,  that  I  sympathize 
fully  with  the  desire  of  the  tobacco  in¬ 
dustry  to  obtain  a  sound  program.  I 
compliment  them  on  their  awareness  of 
the  shortcomings  of  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  and  their  desire  to  move  more  to¬ 
bacco  into  consumption,  rather  than  into 
the  Government’s  hands.  I  have  sup¬ 
ported  the  tobacco  program  in  the  past 
beeause  of  differences  between  tobacco 
and  other  commodities,  and  above  all 
because  tobacco  farmers  have  been  will¬ 
ing  to  adjust  their  production  in  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  keep  supplies  in  line  with  de¬ 
mand.  This  bill  is  before  us  today  sim¬ 
ply  because  the  tobacco  program  is  in 
trouble.  Three  real  reasons  exist.  These 
reasons  are : 

First.  Price  supports  based  on  90  per¬ 
cent  of  a  constantly  increasing  parity 
formula  will  continue  to  rise.  In  other 
words,  price  supports  as  expressed  in 
dollars  and  cents  can  do  nothing  but 
continue  to  rise  under  the  present  pro¬ 
gram. 


Second.  The  impact  of  foreign  compe¬ 
tition  is  severe.  Other  tobacco-produc¬ 
ing  countries  are  increasing  their  acre¬ 
age  under  the  U.S.  umbrella  of  high  price 
supports  and  selling  more  and  more  to¬ 
bacco’  in  the  world  market. 

Third.  The  awesome  reality  of  even 
further  acreage  allotment  cuts  now 
again  faces  the  American  tobacco 
fanner. 

First.  The  parity  formula:  .Under 
present  law  most  kinds  of  tobacco  are 
supported  at  90  percent  of  parity,  and  I 
wish  to  emphasize  that  this  is  90  percent 
of  what  is  called  new  or  modernized 
parity.  Under  present  law  this  modern¬ 
ized  parity  formula  has  been  constantly 
rising  because  of  a  variety  of  reasons. 
These  reasons  include  increased  demand 
for  cheaper  grades,  prices  holding  above 
the  support  level,  prices  for  all  farm 
products  being  considerably  less  than  90 
percent  of  parity,  and  the  statistical  in¬ 
terplay  of  these  economic  factors  on  the 
parity  formula.  Whatever  the  reason 
may  be  for  the  increase,  the  plain  fact 
is  that  modernized  parity  for  tobacco  has 
increased,  with  the  result  that  price  sup¬ 
ports  based  on  the  modernized  formula 
have  also- increased.  For  example,  full 
parity  in  1858  on  Flue-cured  tobacco  was 

60.7  cents  per  pound.  Reliable  projec¬ 
tions  indicate  that  this  could  climb  some 
12  cents  a  pound,  or  all  the  way  up  to 

72.7  cents  per  pound  by  1863,  unless  an 
adjustment  is  made.  The  second  reason 
that  S.  1901  is  before  us  today  is  the 
severe  impact  of  foreign  competition. 
Our  tobacco  exports  have  been  declining 
for  the  past  4  years,  while  at  the  same 
time  world  consumption  has  been  in¬ 
creasing.  For  example,  Rhodesia  and 
Nyasaland  have  increased  their  exports 
of  Flue-cured  tobacco  from  72  million 
pounds  per  year  in  the  1947-51  period  to 
117  million  pounds  in  1958.  American 
Flue-cured  tobacco  accounted  for  73  per¬ 
cent  of  the  world  market  in  the  1947-51 
period.  In  1958  it  was  down  to  only  52 
percent.  Let  us  take  a  further  look  at 
what  foreign  tobacco  farmers  have  been 
doing  to  take  advantage  of  our  rigid 
high  price-support  program.  In  1958 
foreign  nations  produced  around  1.8  bil¬ 
lion  pounds  of  Flue-cured  tobacco,  about 
100  million  pounds  more  than  1957,  200 
million  pounds  more  than  1956,  and  1.3 
biljion  pounds  more  than  they  produced 
before  World  War  II.  The  third  main 
reason  for  the  presence  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  today  is  to  forestall  a  further  acre¬ 
age  allotment  cut  for  our  tobacco  farm¬ 
ers.  As  repeatedly  pointed  out  by  our 
distinguished  chairman,  tobacco  farmers 
have  taken  a  37-percent  cut  in  the  past 
3  years.  I~agree  with  him  that  they 
should  not  take  further  cuts,  especially 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  in  1957  the  aver- 
agersized  burley  allotment  in  the  United 
States  was  only  1.02  acres  and  the  aver¬ 
age  Flue-cured  allotment  was  only  3.37 
acres.  These  small  farmers  should  be 
able  to  look  with  hope  toward  the  chance 
to  increase  their  allotments.  S.  1901 
gives  them  no  such  hope. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 
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Mr.  SPRINGER.  May  I  say  to  the 
distinguished  Member  from  Iowa  that  I, 
too,  have  no  tobacco  in  my  district,  and 
I  would  merely  like  to  do  the  right  thing 
on  this  bill,  as  I  am  seriously  interested 
in  all  facets  of  agriculture.  I  understand 
from  talking  to  some  of  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  that  it  may  re¬ 
solve  itself  into  a  question  of  semantics 
over  how  you  are  going  to  do  this  thing. 
However,  I  would  like  to  read  a  telegram 
here  which  comes  from  a  constituent  of 
mine,  Charles  B.  Shuman,  president  of 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
which  is  as  follows : 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  May  I  interject  there? 
The  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown], 
has  already  inserted  the  telegram  in  the 
Record  in  considering  the  rule. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  May  I  ask  this 
question?  Is  it  the  opinion  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa,  then,  that  this  will  in 
effect  ultimately  raise  the  price  of  to¬ 
bacco  on  the  open  market  in  such  a  way 
as  to  keep  us  f^om  getting  a  foreign  mar¬ 
ket  for  tobacco? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Well,  that  is  the  diffi¬ 
culty,  of  course;  the  loss  of  the  foreign 
markets  has  been  severe. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  You  mean  that  we 
are  too  high  priced  at  the  present  time? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Yes.  We  are  pricing 
ourselves  out  of  the  market  under  the 
modernized  parity  formula. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Now,  from  just 
looking  at  some  figures  I  saw  a  moment 
ago,  it  was  my  understanding  that  you 
would  take  whichever  was  lower,  the  old 
parity  or  the  new  parity.  Is  it  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  opinion  that  ultimately  the 
parity  price  would  go  down  on  tobacco  or 
go  up  or  stay  the  same? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Well,  that  remains  to 
be  seen,  because  of  this  so-called  old 
parity,  it  is  estimated  it  would  take  about 
from  5  to  7  years  to  rise  to  the  1958  level 
of  support. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  one  further  question?  Is  this, 
then,  the  difference  between  your  posi¬ 
tion  and  the  chairman’s  position,  that 
this  will  or  will  not  lower  parity,  or  are 
you  both  agreed  on  that? 

Mi’.  HOEVEN.  Weff,  I  think  that  we 
are  quite  agreed  on  it.  It  is  the  method 
that  we  are  pursuing.  The  proponents 
of  this  legislation  want  to  attack  the 
problem  by  a  circuitous  method,  and  I 
propose  to  do  it  by  a  direct  method.  I 
propose  to  submit  an  amendment  which 
will  freeze  the  price  for  3  years,  trying 
to  accomplish  the  same  purpose  in  a 
forthright  manner. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Would  there  be  too 
much  difference,  then,  in  what  your 
amendment  would  do  from  what  the 
chairman’s  bill  does?  Or,  is  it  just  a 
different  method  of  attacking  the  same 
problem? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Weff,  it  is  a  different 
method,  and  as  I  said  a  moment  ago,  it 
is  the  bad  precedent  that  is  being  set  that 
is  objectionable. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Of  the  two-price 
parity? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Yes,  the  two  parity 
prices,  old  and  new.  This  gimmick  or 
gadget  in  S.  1901  is  going  to  be  made 
available  to  the  tobacco  growers  and  not 
on  any  of  the  other  commodities. 


Mr.  SPRINGER.  Is  it  my  under¬ 
standing,  too,  if  you  would  put  old  and 
new  parity  on  corn,  wheat,  and  some 
of  the  other  products,  it  would  have  the 
effect  of  raising  the  price,  or  raising  the 
parity  for  those  products? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Yes,  I  think  it  would 
for  both  corn  and  wheat.  For  cotton 
and  rice  it  would  be  lower. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  You  think  it  would? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  So  this  is  the  only 
product  at  the  present  time  where  it 
would  have  the  effect  of  perhaps  lower¬ 
ing  parity;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Yes.  Tobacco  would 
be  the  only  commodity  calculated  under 
old  parity.  Now,  if  I  may  continue. 

These  three  reasons,  the  failure  of  the 
constantly  rising  parity  formula  to  pro¬ 
vide  realistic  price  supports,  the  in¬ 
creased  competition  of  foreign  tobacco 
producers,  and  the  pending  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  cut  ax-e  why  the  bill  is  here. 

The  real  question  we  must  answer  is 
whether  the  bill  before  us  will  do  the 
necessary  job.  I  contend  that  it  will  not. 
This  bill  attempts  to  deal  with  the  fail¬ 
ures  of  the  present  law  by  providing  that 
price  support  will  remain  at  the  1958 
level  until  90  percent  of  old  parity 
reaches  the  1958  level  or  90  percent  of 
modernized  parity  drops  below  the  1958 
level.  When  this  happens,  supports  will 
be  based  on  either  old  or  modernized 
parity,  whichever  is  lower.  The  way  the 
parity  formula  has  been  going  in  the  past 
few  years  it  is  highly  improbable,  if  not 
impossible,  that  90  percent  of  new  parity 
will  ever  go  below  the  1958  level  as  ex¬ 
pressed  in  dollars  and  cents.  This  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill  is  merely  window  dress¬ 
ing.  It  is  possible  for  90  percent  of  old 
parity  to  reach  the  1958  level,  so  the  real 
effect  of  the  bill  is  to  return  to  old  parity. 
This  just  doesn’t  make  sense.  Congress 
adopted  the  modernized  parity  formula 
only  after  it  discovered  through  long  ex¬ 
perience  that  the  old  formula  was  de¬ 
fective.  What  sound  reason  is  there  for 
returning  to  this  undesirable  standard? 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  only  real  reason  is  to 
allow  some  political  face  saving  by  those 
who  have  committed  themselves  to  high 
rigid  supports.  A  few  years  ago  some 
wheat  groups  sought  to  return  to  old 
parity.  Is  Congress  going  to  be  a  party 
to  procedure  whereby  one  commodity 
has  a  different  parity  formula  than  an¬ 
other?  If  so,  let  us  take  a  look  at  Ameri¬ 
ca’s  most  important  crop,  corn.  Old 
parity  for  corn  is  around  22  cents  higher 
than  new  parity.  This  is  not  the  way  to 
achieve  better  public  understanding  of 
our  farm  programs.  We  should  not  add 
to  the  public  confusion  by  using  different 
standards  for  different  commodities.  If 
this  bill  is  enacted,  tobacco  would  be  the 
only  commodity  based  on  old  parity  cal¬ 
culations.  There  are  six  commodities 
which  are  based  on  the  transitional 
parity  formula  which  acts  as  a  statistical 
tool  to  go  from  old  to  modernized  parity 
in  an  orderly  manner.  These  commodi¬ 
ties  are  corn,  Puerto  Rican  filler  tobacco 
type  46,  grapefruit,  oranges,  avacados, 
and  dates.  All  other  commodities — some 
160  or  so — are  based  on  the  modernized 
parity  formula.  If  there  is  something 
wrong  with  the  formula  we  should  cor¬ 


rect  it,  not  go  back  to  a  formula  we  know 
is  unsound  and  out  of  date.  This  bill  is 
not  the  high  road  to  unity  and  progress 
in  agriculture.  It  is  the  low  road  to  dis¬ 
unity  and  further  weakening  of  farmers’ 
relationships  with  the  general  public. 
Our  farmers  will  be  fooled  by  this  bill. 
They  will  continue  to  be  told  the  alleged 
virtues  of  the  tobacco  program  with 
support  at  90  percent  of  parity.  It  will 
be  90  percent  of  an  old  parity  formula 
which  results  in  a  lower  price  support, 
but  it  will  still  be  held  up  as  90  percent 
of  parity  to  our  farmers  and  the  public. 

In  an  attempt  to  get  legislation  which 
will  be  acceptable  to  the  administration 
and  which  will  be  of  benefit  to  the  to¬ 
bacco  farmers  of  America  without  re¬ 
turning  supports  to  the  old  formula,  I 
plan  to  offer  an  amendment  calling  for  a 
3 -year  freeze  of  tobacco  price  supports 
at  the  1958  level.  This  is  in  essence  and 
in  reality  what  S.  1901  attempts  to  do, 
so  let  us  call  a  spade  a  spade  and  pass 
some  legislation  which  is  needed  badly 
if  we  are  to  regain  our  exports  and  avoid 
more  cuts  in  tobacco  acreage  allotments 
for  the  family-sized  farmer. 

These  complex  problems  deserve  much 
further  study  if  we  are  to  avoid  mistakes 
that  will  mean  future  trouble  for  to¬ 
bacco  producers.  I  believe  my  recom¬ 
mendation  for  freezing  for  3  years  the 
price  support  on  tobacco  at  the  same 
dollars-and-cents  level  as  1958  will  have 
the  following  effects: 

First.  It  will  serve  notice  on  the  world 
that  the  tobacco  industry  in  the  United 
States  is  going  to  meet  competition  and 
that  we  are  not  going  to  continue  to 
hold  an  umbrella  over  the  expansion  of 
foreign  production  at  the  expense  of  the 
domestic  industry. 

Second.  It  will  help  to  insure  that  the 
current  stocks  of  tobacco  can  be  moved 
at  competitive  prices  without  undue 
losses. 

Third.  It  will  give  opportunity  for  the 
Congress  to  study  and  recommend  what¬ 
ever  revisions  are  necessary  in  the  par¬ 
ity  formula. 

The  argument  that  a  3 -year  freeze 
will  disrupt  the  buying  habits  of  large 
purchasers  and  thus  cause  instability 
and  confusion  does  not  hold  water.  The 
shrewd  and  experienced  buyers  in  the 
tobacco  industry  know  very  well  how  S. 
1901  will  work.  They  know  it  merely 
amounts  to  a  freeze  for  an  indefinite  pe¬ 
riod  of  time.  A  definite  3 -year  freeze 
would  cause  no  uncertainty;  it  would 
protect  the  value  of  current  inventories 
and  investments,  it  would  suspend  the 
action  of  the  hay-wire  tobacco  parity 
formula,  and  it  would  prevent  another 
acreage  reduction. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Watts!. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
the  honor  of  representing  the  largest 
burley  tobacco  producing  district  in  the 
world.  We  have  for  a  number  of  years 
had  a  tobacco  support  program  that  all 
of  our  farmers  have  been  very  proud  of. 
Every  time  it  came  up  for  a  vote  it  re¬ 
ceived  the  approval  of  99  percent  of  the 
farmers.  We  have  tried,  and  are  suc¬ 
cessful,  in  operating  a  good  program. 
We  have  never  come  to  Congress  and 
asked  that  a  minimum  acreage  be 


9338 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


June  9 


placed  on  tobacco  so  that  we  could  not 
be  cut  under  a  certain  amount.  We 
have  always  taken  every  cut  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  said  was 
neeessai-y  in  order  to  keep  our  program 
sound. 

We  have  tried  as  best  we  could,  and  I 
believe  have  been  successful,  in  keeping 
supply  and  demand  in  balance.  We 
have  had  cuts  of  from  45  percent  to  50 
percent  of  our  acreage  in  order  to  ac¬ 
complish  that.  We  even  came  to  Con¬ 
gress  in  1955,  with  the  consent  of  our 
growers  and  all  our  organizations  and 
asked  Congress  for  permission  to  place 
a  further  cut  of  25  percent  on  all  to¬ 
bacco  acreage.  We  have  never  had  any 
desire  to  do  other  than  to  keep  supply 
and  demand  in  line,  and  I  believe  we 
have  done  a  creditable  job  in  that  field. 

We  have  for  the  last  3  or  4  years  actu¬ 
ally  produced  less  tobacco  than  has  been 
consumed.  The  amount  of  tobacco  un¬ 
der  loan  with  the  CCC  is  on  the  down¬ 
grade.  The  actual  support  program  for 
tobacco  has  not  cost  the  taxpayers  1  red 
cent.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  has  shown 
a  profit  of  somewhere  between  $300,000 
and  $400,000.  Min^l  you,  I  am  talking 
about  the  actual  support  pi-ice  program. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WATTS.  Briefly. 

Mr.  CHELF.  I  should  like  to  say  this, 
that  I  am  very  happy  the  gentleman 
just  brought  out  that  point  because,  as 
the  gentleman  knows,  my  district  ad¬ 
joins  his  and  the  two  of  us  together 
represent  more  tobacco  than  all  the 
other  tobacco  districts  throughout  the 
length  and  breadth  of  Kentucky. 

With  respect  to  the  matter  the  gentle¬ 
man  just  spoke  of,  we  came  in  volun¬ 
tarily  and  asked  that  we  be  cut  in  order 
to  keep  our  supply  in  balance.  Not 
only  that,  it  was  a  pretty  difficult  thing 
to  do.  I  must  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  did  a  very  courageous  thing, 
the  day  he  came  in  here  in  the  House  in 
1955,  because  he  had  not  been  here  too 
long  at  that  time,  and  he  laid  it  on  the 
barrel  top.  He  •  was  honest  with  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  they  hon¬ 
ored  him  by  passing  the  bill  at  the  time. 
We  all  worked  hard  to  help  him  pass  our 
bill.  He  was  a  fine  leader  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  contribution;  he 
is  exactly  right.  We  have  never  wanted 
to  produce  more  tobacco  than  the  mar¬ 
ket  would  consume.  We  are  one  of  the 
few  groups  that  did  come  before  this 
Congress  and  ask  that  we  be  given  a 
further  cut.  In  addition,  I  would  like  to 
call  the  attention  of  this  committee  to 
the  fact  that  in  the  process  of  adminis¬ 
tering  the  tobacco  program,  the  tobacco 
growers  pay  for  the  storage,  not  the 
Government.  The  tobacco  growers  pay 
for  insurance  on  the  tobacco,  not 
the  Government.  The  tobacco  growers 
pay  for  the  handling  charge  on  tobac¬ 
co  not  the  Government.  We  have 
borne  all  these  expenses.  We  have  paid 
to  the  Treasury  millions  of  dollars  in 
interest  on  all  the  money  that  they  have 
loaned  us.  The  accrued  interest  has 
amounted  to  in  excess  of  $107  million. 

We  do  have  one  problem  that  concerns 
us  today  and  I  wanted  to  devote  myself 
to  that.  • 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  just  a  moment? 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  just  want  to  empha¬ 
size  the  fact  that  we  are  not  now  con¬ 
sidering  the  Jennings  bill.  We  are  con¬ 
sidering  the  Senate  bill  which  was 
sponsored  in  the  other  body  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  North  Carolina, 
[Mr.  Jordan],  and  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper], 
who  honored  us  with  his  presence  here 
just  a  moment  ago.  I  think  the  bill  is 
supported  by  distinguished  Members  of 
both  parties  and  I  think  it  is  supported 
by  every  Congressman  representing  a 
major  tobacco  growing  area. 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  admit  that  the  bill  now  being 
considered,  S.  1901,  is  practically  on  all 
fours  with  the  Jennings  bill,  which  was 
reported  out  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  identical  except 
for  a  slight  technicality. 

Mr.  WATTS.  The  Jennings  bill  ac¬ 
complishes  the  same  thing  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  to  tell  the  gentleman,  and  the 
reason  for  the  change  is  this — I  believe 
a  Member  from  your  side,  offered  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  additional  minutes  to  the  gentle¬ 
man;  and  I  hope  that  the  gentleman 
will  explain  why  tobacco  is  in  a  unique 
position. 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  am  going  to  do  so  as 
soon  as  I  can  answer  the  gentleman.  A 
gentleman  on  your  side  raised  the  ob¬ 
jection  that  we  were  treating  tobacco 
differently  by  putting  it  on  the  old  parity 
instead  of  the  new  parity.  The  language 
in  the  bill  says  emphatically  that  to¬ 
bacco  is  on  the  lower  of  the  two  and  we 
are  one  of  the  few  groups  of  farmers  who 
have  ever  come  before  the  Congress  and 
have  asked  you  voluntarily  without  any 
increase  in  our  acreage  to  lower  our 
support  prices.  But,  we  do  have  a  prob¬ 
lem  today  to  which  I  want  to  address 
myself.  In  1948  the  Congress  enacted 
a  law  providing  for  a  new  parity  formula. 
It  went  into  effect  in  1950.  Under  the 
terms  of  the  new  parity,  tobacco  is  about 
the  only  quota-supported  crop  that  re¬ 
ceived  a  higher  support  price  under  the 
new  parity  than  it  did  under  the  old 
parity.  I  would  like  to  take  just  a  mo¬ 
ment  to  explain  to  you  why  that  hap¬ 
pened.  In  calculating  the  new  parity, 
you  take  a  10-year  moving  average  of 
the  price  of  tobacco  and  determine  what 
the  average  price  of  tobacco  was  for  that 
10  years.  You  take  the  10-year  moving 
average  of  all  other  commodities  and 
determine  what  that  average  is.  Then 
you  divide  the  average  of  all  commodi¬ 
ties  into  the  average  for  tobacco,  and 
you  multiply  that  by  the  factor  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  the  relative  increase  in  the 
cost  of  living  over  the  period  of  1910  to 
1914.  We,  in  the  tobacco  industry,  have 
held  supply  and  demand  in  line.  We 


have  actually  produced  less.  Therefore, 
the  price  of  our  tobacco  has  been  climb¬ 
ing  higher  and  higher.  The  average  of 
the  10  years  is  high.  Other  commodities 
that  have  not  held  their  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  as  much  in  line  have  gone  down. 
Their  average  is  lower.  Therefore,  you 
are  dividing  a  lower  figure  into  a  higher 
figure  and  multiplying  it  by  the  cost  of 
living,  which  gives  a  distorted  picture. 
That  is  the  reason  we  have  taken  this 
route  to  correct  it.  In  other  words,  last 
year  the  cost  of  producing  tobacco  went 
up  2  cents  a  pound,  but  the  support  prices 
under  this  modernized  parity  went  up 
7.5  cents  per  pound.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  tells  me  that  if  we  froze 
the  cost  of  everything  the  farmer  buys 
for  the  next  4  years — froze  everything 
he  bought — his  labor  and  everything 
else  for  the  next  4  years,  then  under  this 
modernized  parity  the  support  prices  of 
tobacco  would  still  go  up  11  cents.  It 
never  was  the  intent  of  the  Congress  or 
of  anybody  else  that  the  support  price 
should  do  anything  than  go  up  or  down 
with  the  cost  of  living.  I  am  sorry  that 
modernized  parity  does  not  work  in  this 
case.  We  need  to  take  a  new  look  at 
parity,  but  that  is  a  job  that  will  take 
a  year  or  more  to  do.  We  recognize  the 
fact  that  our  tobacco  is  getting  so  high 
that  if  we  do  not  do  something  to  stop 
this  increase,  it  is  going  to  find  its  way 
into  our  Government  warehouses  instead 
of  going  into  the  trade  channels  and  the 
markets  of  the  world. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
the' gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  if  it  is  not  true  that  with¬ 
out  legislation,  the  price  of  tobacco  would 
automatically  increase  over  a  period  of 
time. 

Mr.  WATTS.  It'  certainly  will. 

Mr.  BAKER.  The  question  is  this — 
and  I  will  premise  it  by  saying  I  favor  the 
committee  bill  and  I  represent  a  large 
burley  district:  Will  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain  why  a  5 -year  period  of  legislation 
is  necessary  rather  than  a  3-year  period? 

Mr.  WATTS.  Certainly;  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  talks 
about  will  accomplish  for  the  first  3 
years  the  same  thing  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  bill  does;  but  after  the  third  year  is 
over,  the  committee  bill  goes  on  and  con¬ 
tinues  to  hold  the  price  support  of  to¬ 
bacco  down  to  the  actual  index  of  the 
increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 
But,  the  Hoeven  amendment,  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  would 
leave  the  tobacco  farmer  hanging  in  the 
air  at  the  end  of  the  3  years. 

I  have  been  told  by  officials  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture — and  I  am 
not  at  liberty  to  quote  their  names — and 
by  people  who  represent  the  trade  that 
a  3 -year  freeze  would  mot  only  be  a 
freeze  on  the  price  but  would  also  be  a 
freeze  on  the  actual  sales  of  tobacco 
because  we  are  tied  to  about  9  or  10  big 
buyers.  They  have  at  least  a  3-year  sup¬ 
ply  of  tobacco  on  hand  and  would  not 
buy  any  more  of  our  tobacco  than  was 
absolutely  necessary  until  after  the  3- 
year  freeze  was  over,  with  the  hope  that 
at  the  end  of  the  3  years  we  would  be  in 
such  a  predicament  that  the  price  of 
tobacco  would  be  much  lower. 
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Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
12  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Dagtje],  who  is  the  rank¬ 
ing  Republican  member  on  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

(Mr.  DAGUE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DAGUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
the  more  than  12  years  that  I  have  been 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  the  record  will  show  that  I  have 
fairly  consistently  opposed  high-level 
supports — and  that  means  90  percent 
of  parity — together  with  the  controls  and 
regimentation  that  go  with  them. 

Seemingly  it  is  easy  to  vote  “No”  but 
I  must  confess  that  I  have  gotten  little 
satisfaction  out  of  taking  the  negative 
position.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
I  have  never  been  able  to  conceal  my 
admiration  for  the  determination  with 
which  the  high-support  members  have 
stuck  to  their  guns  and  I  am  persuaded 
that  it  stems  from  honest  convictions — 
either  theirs  or  those  of  the  people  they 
represent.  And  by  the  same  tokens  I 
have  shied  away  from  Government  sup¬ 
ports  for  the  very  simple  reason  that 
that  is  the  way  the  folks  up  our  way  feel 
about  it. 

As  to  our  committee,  despite  the  accu¬ 
sation  that  too  often  we  have  labored 
mightily  and  brought  forth  a  mouse,  I 
know  of  no  group  in  the  Congress  who 
are  more  dedicated.  And  I  know  of  no 
men  who  exceed  our  chairman  and  the 
ranking  member  on  each  side  in  their 
knowledge  of  agriculture  and  its  prob¬ 
lems  or  in  their  honest  desire  to  come 
up  with  the  right  answers  to  the  very 
vexing  questions  which  presently  con¬ 
front  us.  They  know  that  our  agricul¬ 
tural  legislation,  like  most  of  our  legis¬ 
lative  effort,  is  largely  based  on  com¬ 
promise — and  because ,  of  their  vast 
knowledge  of  the  problem  and  their 
abiding  concern  for  the  farmer — the 
little  guy  who  is  in  the  middle  of  this 
mess — they  are  trying  to  effect  a  solu¬ 
tion  without  destroying  the  very  object 
of  that  concern. 

But,  unfortunately,  perhaps,  that  is 
where  I  find  that  I  must  leave  them  and 
while  I  am  not  normally  a  defeatist  I 
simply  cannot  be  persuaded  that  there 
ever  can  be  a  legislative  device  that  will 
keep  up  farm  income — or,  indeed,  that 
of  the  producer  of  any  commodity — 
when  the  output  exceeds  what  the 
market  will  absorb. 

Before  I  address  myself  briefly  to  the 
legislation  under  consideration,  however, 

I  think  that  a  word  should  be  said  in  de¬ 
fense  of  the  farmer  and  in  refutation  of 
the  propaganda  against  him  that  is 
reaching  such  a  crescendo.  In  the  first'' 
place  the  $5  billion,  more  or  less,,  in  an¬ 
nual  expenditure  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  no  more  of  a  free  handout 
to  the  farmer  than  the  billions  expended 
by  the  Department  of  Commerce,  or 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  or  the 
military  are  subsidies  for  the  rest  of  us. 
The  stark  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
fanner  today  is  suffering  from  a  dimin¬ 
ishing  return  on  his  investment  in  the 
face  of  rising  costs  and,  with  his  income 
declining  at  the  very  time  when  the  cost 
to  the  consumer  is  either  rising  or  re¬ 


mains  at  a  high  level,  there  is  increasing 
evidence  that  the  real  culprit  is  found  in 
the  cost  of  packaging  and  distribution — 
most  of  it  going  to  labor.  And,  as  it  has 
been  pointed  out  so  often,  the  farmer 
could  virtually  donate  his  products  free 
and  the  end  cost  to  the  consumer  would 
drop  but  little. 

Now  as  to  S.  1901.  First,  let  me  re¬ 
mind  yoi|  that  I  represent  a  district  that 
probably  raises  more  tobacco — 30-odd- 
million  pounds  a  year — than  any  other 
area  of  its  size  in  the  country — not  even 
excepting  the  rich  tobacco  land  included 
in  the  district  of  my  distinguished  chair¬ 
man. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Ninth  District 
of  Pennsylvania  realizes  each  year  some 
$10  million  to  $12  million  from  tobacco 
alone — or  about  one-twelfth  of  our  over¬ 
all  annual  agricultural  income.  Some 
4,000  of  our  11,000  farms — average  farm 
size  75  acres — count  on  tobacco  as  one 
of  their  lea'ding  cash  crops.  Specifically, 
we  concentrate  on  raising  Pennsylvania 
type  41,  which  is  not  benefited  in  any  way 
by  this  bill,  a  filler  type  tobacco  that  goes 
into  the  cheaper  cigars.  As  to  price,  it 
brings  less  than  half  of  what  some  of  the 
brighter  grades  command.  But  here  is 
the  difference — our  tobacco  operation  is 
strictly  free  enterprise,  and  we  do  not 
look  to  Uncle  Sam  for  supports,  and  as  a 
consequence  we  are  not  burdened  with 
his  quotas  and  the  regimentation  that 
always  accompanies  his  largess.  Oh, 
sure,  our  people  have  toyed  with  the  idea 
of  getting  on  the  support  bandwagon, 
but  on  taking  a  second  look  they  have 
decided  against  it,  and  just  a  few  months 
ago  when  the  last  referendum  on  to¬ 
bacco  quotas  was  held  they  voted  “No” 
in  the  ratio  of  11  to  1.  And  please  do  not 
try  to  tell  me  that  we  are  in  any  more 
advantageous  position  geographically 
than  other  agricultural  areas  of  the 
country.  The  answer  is  that  in  200 
years  of  farming  we  have  found  that 
with  a  little  hard  work,  and  without  an 
overweening  ambition  to  get  rich,  we 
have  been  able  to  enjoy  a  good  living 
without  “putting  the  bite”  on  “Uncle 
Samuel.” 

This  bill,  Senate  1901,  which  lowers 
price  supports  for  tobacco  farmers  is 
before  us  today  for  several  reasons. 

First  of  all,  foreign  competitors  are 
drastically  increasing  their  output  of 
tobacco.  For  example,  let  us  take  a  look 
at  Flue-cured  tobacco.  During  1958  for¬ 
eign  countries  produced  an  estimated  1.8 
billion  pounds  as  compared  with  1.7  bil¬ 
lion  pounds  in  1957,  1.6  billion  pounds 
in  1956,  and  a  pre-World  War  II  average 
of  less  than  500  million  pounds  per  year. 
At,  the  same  time,  the  United  States 
share  of  the  world  tobacco  market  has 
been  declining.  In  1958  we  held  52  per¬ 
cent  of  the  world  market  in  Flue-cured 
tobacco.  This  compares  with  55  percent 
in  1957,  52  percent  in  1956,  56  percent  in 
1955,  58  percent  in  1954,  68  percent  in 
1953,  61  percent  in  1952,  and  73  percent 
during  the  5-year  average,  1947-51. 
Overall,  our  tobacco  exports  have  been 
declining  at  a  time  when  world  consump¬ 
tion  is  increasmg. 

Another  reason  that  this  bill  is  being 
considered  today  is  that  the  tobacco  in¬ 
dustry  has  finally  realized  that  90  per¬ 


cent  of  parity  based  on  the  modernized 
formula  can  do  nothing  but  continue  to 
rise.  The  practical  result  of  this  statis¬ 
tical  phenomenon  is  even  higher  price 
supports  causing  greater  export  losses 
and  increased  foreign  production.  In 
short,  the  tobacco  industry  itself  recog¬ 
nizes  the  failure  of  90  percent  of  parity 
and  seeks  to  do  something  about  it.  In 
my  opinion,  however,  S.  1901  is  not  the 
right  way  to  do  it. 

A  third  reason  for  this  legislation  is 
to  prevent  further  acreage  allotment  cuts 
for  tobacco  farmers  who  have  already 
endured  deep  and  severe  restrictions.  In 
burley  tobacco,  for  example,  the  average¬ 
sized  1957  allotment  in  South  Carolina 
was  only  forty-four  hundredths  of  an 
acre.  In  Georgia  it  was  only  forty-two 
hundredths  of  an  acre.  In  North  Caro¬ 
lina  it  was  only  fifty-seven  hundredths 
of  an  acre,  and  it  was  only  1.75  acres  in 
Kansas,  which,  incidentally,  has  the 
largest  average  burley  allotment.  The 
average  size  of  a  burley  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  United  States  was  only  1.02 
acres.  These  farmers  simply  should  not 
and  cannot  be  required  to  further  de¬ 
crease  their  allotments. 

On  the  contrary,  these  tiny  allotments 
should  be  increased.  S.  1901  offers  no 
hope  whatsoever  of  any  such  increase. 

The  Department  has  pointed  out  the 
shortcomings  of  this  legislation  when  it 
reported  on  H.R.  5058  which  for  all  prac¬ 
tical  purposes  is  the  same  as  S.  1901. 
The  Department  pointed  out  that  this 
legislation  fails  to  go  far  enough  for  the 
following  reasons : 

First.  It  would  freeze  price  supports 
for  tobacco  at  current  high  levels,  thus 
hampering  efforts  to  expand  markets 
and  to  curtail  foreign  production.  In¬ 
stead  of  such  a  freeze  we  need  more  dis¬ 
cretion  in  setting  the  support  level  so 
that  we  can  regain  markets  rigid  sup¬ 
ports  have  lost  for  tobacco. 

Second.  It  would  put  back  into  use 
the  old  parity  formula  which  previously 
was  discarded  by  Congress  because  it  re¬ 
sulted  in  unrealistic  parity  prices.  Un¬ 
der  the  old  formula  parity  price  for  to¬ 
bacco  is  based  on  the  level  of  prices  in 
1934-38  for  Flue-cured  and  burley,  1936- 
40  for  Maryland,  and  1919-28  for  other 
tobaccos,  modified  to  the  extent  that 
prices  paid  by  farmers  have  changed. 
Use  of  this  base  period  of  some  20  to  30 
years  ago  fails  to  recognize  the  changes 
which  have  occurred  in  farm  technology 
since  then,  and  the  changes,  in  inter¬ 
commodity  relationships.  It  was  these 
shortcomings  which  led  Congress  to 
adopt  a  modernized  parity  which  takes 
into  consideration  price  relationship  in 
a  recent  10-year  period. 

Third.  It  would  result  in  a  dual  stand¬ 
ard  of  parity  prices.  Old  parity  would 
be  used  for  tobacco,  whereas  new  parity 
would  be  used  for  other  commodities.  If 
we  are  to  use  parity  price  as  a  standard 
for  price  support,  we  should  use  the  same 
formula  for  all  commodities. 

Fourth.  It  would  continue  to  place  cer¬ 
tain  tobacco  growers  at  an  advantage 
over  producers  of  other  crops.  „  Cur¬ 
rently  tobacco  is  the  only  price-support 
commodity  where  the  Secretary  has  no 
discretion  in  setting  support  levels.  This 
level  is  and  has  been  higher  in  terms  of 
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percent  of  parity  than  it  has  been  for 
other  crops  where  even  under  present  law 
some  discretion  is  permitted. 

This  bill  will  simply  and  plainly,  in 
my  opinion,  not  do  the  job. 

As  I  have  said,  I  have  the  honor  and 
privilege  to  represent  a  district  which 
produces  about  30  million  pounds  of  to¬ 
bacco  a  year.  The  growers  in  my  district 
have  consistently  rejected  the  control 
concept,  often  advocated  as  a  solution, 
but  less  often  not  even  a  success. 

I  am  sincerely  proud  of  these  free  en¬ 
terprise  farmers.  Things  have  not  been 
easy  for  them.  Some  years  they  took  a 
real  licking  in  the  marketplace  because 
of  overproduction,  but  in  the  following 
year  they  made  the  necessary  adjust¬ 
ment.  The  marketplace,  not  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  has  kept  these  industrious  and 
diligent  farmers  both  prosperous  and 
free.  We  in  Pennsylvania  have  never 
been  forced  to  reduce  our  plantings  to 
1.02  acres  as  in  the  case  of  the  average 
U.S.  burley  grower. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
suggest  that  the  only  way  the  American 
tobacco  farmer  will  ever  find  his  way 
out  of  the  woods  will  be  when  he  borrows 
a  leaf  from  the  book  of  his  Pennsylvania 
neighbors  and  produces  for  the  market, 
with  freedom  from  the  controls  that 
must  always  accompany  the  bureaucratic 
process. 

Mi*.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Abbitt]. 

(Mr.  ABBITT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
most  important  piece  of  legislation  for 
a  large  segment  of  our  society.  I  have 
placed  here — I  do  not  know  whether  you 
can  all  see  it  or  not — a  chart  that  shows 
rather  graphically  what  will  happen  if 
we  have  no  legislation  and  what  will 
happen  if  we  enact  S.  1901. 

The  tobacco  program,  so  far  as  price 
support  is  concerned,  has  never  cost  the 
American  taxpayers  any  money.  You 
see  what  will  happen  in  1959?  It  will  put 
the  tobacco  program  in  the  red  under 
the  present  program.  If  S.  1901  is 
adopted,  it  will  go  on  this  line  for  bur- 
ley,  and  the  same  is  true  for  flue-cured 
tobacco.  You  can  see  there  graphically 
why  this  legislation  is  needed. 

Now,  much  has  been  said  about  the 
sponsors  of  this  legislation.  This  legis¬ 
lation  actually  originated  with  the  to¬ 
bacco  people  and  the  boys  in  the  tobacco 
branch  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  They  sat  down  together  and 
worked  out  what  they  thought  was  the 
necessary  legislation  to  keep  a  sound  to¬ 
bacco  program  in  the  future  as  we  have 
had  in  the  past. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  CHELF.  For  one,  I  want  to  thank 
the  gentleman  who  now  occupies  the 
floor  and  who  is  addressing  this  House. 
As  the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Tobacco,  you  have  been  most  kind  and 
most  courteous  and  most  considerate  of 
those  of  us  who  are  not  members  of  the 
great  Committee  on  Agriculture,  and  I, 


for  one,  want  to  thank  you  publicly  for 
the  many  courtesies  you  have  extended 
to  us  and  our  people  over  the  years. 
When  our  tobacco  problems  ax-ose,  you 
were  kind  enough  to  send  out  word  and 
allow  us  to  come  in  and  sit  down  and 
talk  it  over  with  our  growers,  warehouse¬ 
men,  our  farmers,  and  with  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Congress.  We  have  always 
tried  to  come  up  with  an  answer  to  our 
problems.  And,  I  want  to  say  this  to 
you,  a  moment  ago  you  pointed  out  a 
thing  that  I  think  is  a  strong  point,  the 
gi-eatest  and  best  point  that  I  think  this 
entire  program  has,  which  is  in  its  favor 
for  passage  today,  and  that  its  admin¬ 
istration  has  never  cost  the  taxpayer  a 
dime.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  the 
fellows  who  violated  our  program,  who 
raised  in  excess  of  the  law,  were  fined, 
and  it  was  that  money  that  was  used  to 
keep  the  price  support  program  going. 

1  want  to  compliment  the  gentleman  for 
the  fine  work  he  has  done. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa.; 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  As  a  result  of  the 
colloquy  between  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  and  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  fi-om 
Kentucky  does  not  want  to  leave  the  im- 
'  pression  that  the  tobacco  program  did 
not  cost  something.  The  costs  of  the  pro- 
gi-am  for  stabilizing  tobacco  prices  and 
related  pi'ograms  since  1932  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $156.5  million. 

I  have  here  a  table  showing  the  esti¬ 
mated  costs  to  the  department  of  the 
tobacco  programs  by  fiscal  yeai-s  1953 
through  1959.  In  1953  the  pi-ogi'am 
cost  $2.2  million;  in  1954,  $0.5  million; 
in  1955,  $5.1  million;  in  1956,  $5  mil¬ 
lion;  in  1957,  $13.8  million;  and  in  1958, 
$34.5  million. 

These  costs  were  incurred  under  the 
tobacco  price  support  program,  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  480  programs,  the  soil  bank  pro- 
gram,  acreage  allotments,  and  market¬ 
ing  quotas.  The  increase  in  the  cost  of 
the  tobacco  programs  dui'ing  the  past 

2  fiscal  yeax-s  was  due  in  large  part  to 

costs  of  the  acreage  reserve  program  in 
those  years.  _ 

So,  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  said  that 
the  program  did  not  cost  any  money. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  What  the  gentleman 
was  referring  to,  I  am  sure,  was  the 
price  support  program,  which,  I  am 
sure,  included  administration  costs.  Re- 
seai-ch  has  also  cost  money,  but  the  price 
support  progi-am  has  brought  returns 
to  the  Federal  Treasury. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman -yield? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  QUIE.  How  much  tobacco  is  in 
storage  right  now? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Owned  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government? 

Mr.  QUIE.  Yes. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  understand  approxi¬ 
mately  10  million  pounds. 

Mr.  QUIE.  What  percentage  of  the 
total  crop  is  that? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  That  Is  a  relatively 
small  amount  of  the  total  crop.  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  understands  that  to¬ 
bacco  is  one  of  two  commodities  that 


ripen  with  age.  There  is  another  liquid 
commodity  that  ripens  with  age,  and  to¬ 
bacco  is  a  commodity  that  ripens  with 
age  and  storage  does  not  hurt  it.  And, 
the  buyers  need  this  legislation.  The  en¬ 
tire  trade  needs  to  know  whether  the 
price  for  our  commodity  of  tobacco  is 
going  to  be  stabilized.  Between  38  and 
40  percent  of  Flue-cured  tobacco  is  ex¬ 
ported. 

^Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  WATTS.  The  question  was  asked 
a  moment  ago  as  to  how  much  tobacco 
was  now  in  storage.  At  the  pi-esent  time 
the  figures  furnished  me  show  912  mil¬ 
lion  pounds,  which  is  a  decline  from  the 
high  of  1,076  million  pounds. 

There  is  altogether  in  this  country  a 
supply  of  tobacco  in  the  hands  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  in 
the  hands  of  private  companies  of  5,850 
million  pounds.  The  part  in  storage 
with  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
would  be  less  than  one-fifth,  somewhere 
around  one-sixth. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  And  that  is  not  going 
to  be  kept  there  any  great  length  of  time, 
as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  WATTS.  The  peak  amount  after 
the  1956  crop  was,  in  all  of  the  United 
States,  something  over  6,200  million 
pounds.  It  has  now  been  reduced  down 
to  5,850  million  pounds. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chahman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
who  made  the  inquiry  wanted  to  know 
to  what  extent  the  Government  was 
holding  this  tobacco  in  inventory.  I 
would  like  the  gentleman  fi'om  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Watts!  to  tell  us  how  much 
Government  tobacco  is  in  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  inventory.  My 
recollection  of  it  is  that  it  is  a  very  small 
amount,  mostly  taken  from  some  de¬ 
funct  co-op  in  Kentucky.  That  is  being 
held  in  CCC  inventory  and  the  value  of 
it  is  almost  negligible  with  relation  to 
the  over-all  program. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  WATTS.  In  actual  fact  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  about  10  million  pounds 
of  tobacco.  The  figure  that  I  gave  he- 
fore  of  912  million  was  the  amount  of 
tobacco  that  is  in  the  hands  of  the  co¬ 
ops,  on  which  the  co-ops  are  paying  the 
storage  and  the  interest.  With  this, 
that  and  the  other,  it  represents  about 
one-sixth  of  the  supply. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Then  the  answer  that 
I  gave  before  was  approximately  right, 
about  10  million  pounds. 

Mr.  QUIE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  does  that  mean  that  the 
tobacco  that  is  held  by  the  co-ops,  on 
that  tobacco  the  co-ops  pay  the  storage 
costs? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  QUIE.  But  on  the  10  million 
pounds  that  the  Government  owns,  the 
storage  is  being  paid  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  to  me,  they  have 
turned  that  tobacco  over  to  one  of  the 
other  groups  to  administer.  The  rea- 
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son  for  it  was  that  the  co-op  that  had 
the  tobacco  did  not  function  the  way 
they  wanted  them  to  function.  So  they 
foreclosed  the  loan  on  the  tobacco  that 
this  particularly  co-op  had.  It  only 
amounted  to  10  million  pounds,  which 
is  an  insignificant  sum.  That  was  done 
in  order  to  get  it  out  of  the  control  of 
that  particular  co-op. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  to  me,  that  tobacco 
could  be  sold  probably  at  a  profit  at  a 
later  date. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  And  I  am  sure  will  be 
sold. 

Mr.  QUIE.  In  the  past,  at  any  time 
that  the  tobacco  has  been  sold,  has  it 
been  sold  at  a  profit? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Not  every  time,  of 
course,  but  over  the  long  haul  they  have 
made  a  profit,  yes. 

Mr.  QUIE.  On  the  aggregate,  there 
has  been  a  profit? 

Mr.  ABBITT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Jennings!. 

(Mr.  JENNINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield,  briefly,  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  QUIE.  The  gentleman  does  not 
have  to  answer  this,  if  it  will  take  more 
time  than  he  needs  to  make  his  pres¬ 
entation.  But  what  I  should  like  to 
have  explained  is  why  it  is  necessary  to 
put  tobacco  on  old  parity  and  new 
parity,  both,  rather  than  just  freezing 
the  price  support  figure  at  the  1958  level? 
I  accept  the  statement  that  3  years  is 
not  long  enough,  but  it  has  been  stated 
before  that  the  old  parity  will  rise  to  the 
1958  level  probably  in  5  years.  Why 
could  we  not  freeze  the  pi-ice  support  of 
tobacco  at  the  1958  level  for  5  years  and 
accomplish  the  same  purpose  as  this  bill 
intends  to  accomplish? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Because  this  bill 
permits  the  price  support  for  tobacco  to 
go  down  if  the  prices  of  the  things  which 
the  farmer  buys  go  down.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  bill  that  prevents  the 
price  supports  from  coming  down,  pro¬ 
vided  the  price  the  farmer  pays  for  the 
commodities  he  buys  comes  down,  and 
brings  it  down.  This  is  in  line  with  the 
basic  concept  of  parity.  But  it  does  pre¬ 
vent  it  fi-om  going  up  under  the  new 
foi-mula  until  such  time  as  it  reaches  the 
1958  level  under  the  old  foi'mula. 
Actually,  it  is  not  a  freeze.  It  is  a  freeze 
only  so  far  as  the  price  support  going 
up  under  the  new  foi’mula  is  concerned; 
it  does  not  prevent  supports  from  going 
down  should  the  bottom  drop  out  of 
things  the  fanner  has  to  buy. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  my  recollection 
that  the  gentleman  who  is  now  making 
the  inquiry  offered  the  amendment  that 
resulted  in  our  putting  both  old  and  new 
parity  into  the  bill  and  providing  that 
the  Seci’etary  should  use  the  lower  of 
the  two. 


Mr.  QUIE.  That  is  coiTect. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  accepted  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  thinking  that 
the  bill  would  be  pleasing  and  acceptable 
to  him. 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  did  not  -say  it  would  be 
pleasing  and  acceptable  to  me.  I  want 
to  find  out  the  reason  why  you  have 
to  jgo  to  old  parity  because  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  contention  is  not  should  we 
freeze  it  at  the  1958  level  for  a  long 
pei-iod  of  time,  but  should  we  go  on  the 
old  pai’ity? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Should  we  freeze  the 
prices  for  3  yeai-s  we  would  of  necessity 
be  forced  to  change  the  law,  or  then  we 
would  have  a  pi’iee  x’ise  of  probably  8  or 
10  cents  a  pound  which  would  be  devas¬ 
tating  in  the  operation  of  our  program 
in  foreign  mai’kets;  or  we  would  have  no 
alternative  but  to  pass  legislation  l-olling 
the  price  back,  which  would  be  vex-y 
difficult  for  us  to  do.  This  would  pre- 
vent  the  increase  and  obviate  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  a  rollback. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  The  gentleman  is 
entirely  correct.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
would  actually  prevent  the  objective  of 
the  bill  from  being  accomplished,  this 
being  to  stabilize  the  price  of  tobacco. 
And,  you  could  get  no  stability  by  fx-eez- 
ing  price  supports  for  only  two  years  mid 
then  having  them  immediately  jump  up 
or  down. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ABBITT.  The  charts  show  where 
we  would  be  at  the  end  of  three  years, 
ymat  a  drastic  and  bad  position  we 
would  be  in.  The  whole  thing  would  be 
way  out  of  kilter. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Chaii’man,  I  think  this  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  the  most  important  piece  of 
tobacco  legislation  to  come  before  the 
House  this  year.  It  is  most  impoi’tant 
as  far  as  the  future  of  the  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram  is  concered. 

I  know  it  is  customary  when  one 
speaks  in  the  well  of  the  House  to  start 
out  by  complimenting  everyone  from  the 
top  on  down  who  had  any  part  in  the 
particular  piece  of  legislation.  But,  I 
regret  there  are  those  whom  I  cannot 
compliment  today  because  of  their  ad¬ 
verse  reports  on  this  tobacco  legislation. 
I  would  like,  however,  to  commend  the 
head  of  the  Tobacco  Division  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  as  well  as  the 
head  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
-Tobacco  Division  for  the  fine  manner  in 
which  they  are  trying  to  solve  this  prob¬ 
lem,  and  for  their  understanding  of  the 
problems  involved  in  this  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram. 

This  bill  would  stabilize  and  protect 
the  support  level  of  tobacco.  Why  is  it 
necessary?  First  of  all,  it  is  necessary 
because  we  are  losing  a  part  of  our  for¬ 
eign  export  ti’ade. 

I  was  a  member  of  the  special  sub¬ 
committee,  headed  by  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Watts!. 
We  went  into  practically  every  facet  of 
the  export  trade  in  tobacco.  Everyone 
we  talked  with  and  every  branch  of  the 
industry  that  we  visited  said  they  needed 
stability  of  prices.  In  our  report  we 


state  that  we  need  to  stabilize  prices  so 
that  these  foreign  exporters  may  know 
from  year  to  year  what  the  price  of  to¬ 
bacco  is  going  to  be.  That  is  necessary 
in  order  to  continue  our  export  program 
at  the  level  it  has  been  in  the  past  and 
also  to  capture  new  markets. 

What  is  the  practical  effect  of  this 
bill?  It  means  that  our  farmers  will  not, 
of  necessity,  have  to  take  an  acreage 
reduction.  But  let  me  say  this,  if  an 
acreage  reduction  should  become  neces¬ 
sary,  the  tobacco  farmers  understanding 
this  program,  are  going  to  vote  in  order 
to  keep  supply  in  line  with  demand  as 
they  have  in  the  past. 

There  is  nothing  particularly  new 
about  this  bill  because,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  pointed  out,  other  commodi¬ 
ties  are  figured  at  old  parity.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  the  one  commodity  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  particularly  interested  in,  corn, 
is  figured  on  transitional  parity  which  is 
figured  on  old  parity.  The  difference  is 
that  they  have  the  higher  of  the  two,  and 
we  are  asking  for  the  lower  of  the  two — 
the  lower  of  either  old  or  new  parity, 
whichever  it  happens  to  be.  That  seems 
to  be  reasonable  to  me.  The  group  of 
producers,  all  segments  of  the  tobacco 
industry,  are  coming  in  wanting  to  sta¬ 
bilize  their  prices.  They  l’ealize  very 
well  why  they  are  doing  it. 

We  have  had  some  telegrams  read 
here  today  pointing  out  the  opposition 
of  certain  organizations.  Well,  organi¬ 
zations  from  that  same  group,  namely, 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  organizations 
on  the  local  level  from  every  major  to¬ 
bacco  producing  State,  are  supporting 
this  bill.  Just  read  the  record  of  the 
hearings  on  the  bill  and  you  will  find 
that  the  State  Farm  Bureaus,  and,  ap¬ 
parently  there  must  be  a  difference  be¬ 
cause  the  American  Farm  Bureau  did 
testify  against  it,  but  the  State  Farm 
Bureaus  from  all  major  tobacco  produc¬ 
ing  States  testified  in  favor  of  this  piece 
of  legislation,  as  well  as  the  other  farm 
organizations.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am 
going  to  ask  that  a  list  of  these  organi¬ 
zations  supporting  this  bill  be  made  a 
part  of  the  Record. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  now  yield  to  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  who  is  so  interested  in  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia,  if  it  is  not  true  that 
not  only  the  State  Farm  Bureaus  in 
every  tobacco  producing  area  have 
taken  a  position  contrary  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Farm  Bureau,  but  if  it  is  not  also 
tfue^that  every  facet  of  the  tobacco 
field,  the  producei-s,  and  all  other  groups 
have  joined  up  with  you  in  favor  of 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  The  gentleman  is 
exactly  correct,  and  he  was  pi'esent 
when  these  organizations  testified  be¬ 
fore  our  tobacco  Subcommitte  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  WHITENER.  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  further,  if  we  did  not  have  a  meet¬ 
ing  also  with  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  and  the  inter¬ 
ested  Members  of  the  Congress,  together 
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■with  these  tobacco  groups,  in  which  the 
expressed  opposition  of  these  persons 
was  given  to  the  position,  the  unreal¬ 
istic  position,  if  you  please,  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Farm  Bureau. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  His  remarks  are  very  timely 
and  true.  It  is  a  question  of  which 
Farm  Bureau  you  are  going  to  side 
with — those  from  the  tobacco  producing 
areas  or  the  American  Farm  Bureau.  It 
boils  down  to  this  simple  question,  as 
far  as  that  particular  farm  organiza¬ 
tion  is  concerned. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  say  that  corn  was  on  the 
old  parity? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  ,  Corn  is  figured  on 
transitional  parity,  which  is  based  on 
old  parity.  I  would  like  to  refer  the 
gentleman  to  a  statement  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  which  was  issued 
in  a  memorandum  and  entitled  “Agri¬ 
cultural  Prices  From  May  1959”  in 
which  he  states : 

Effective  U.S.  parity  prices  for  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  and  average  prices  received  as  percent¬ 
age  of  effective  parity  prices  based  on  data 
for  May  1959  with  comparisons. 

You  will  find  that  reference  is  made 
to  footnote  6,  which  appears  in  the  state¬ 
ment.  This  footnote  states: 

Transitional  parity,  basic  commodities  85 
percent,  and  nonbasic  commodities  50  per¬ 
cent  (90  percent  and  55  percent,  respectively, 
during  1958)  of  parity  price  computed  under 
formula  in  use  prior  to  January  1,  1950. 

And  further  in  the  report  which  was 
issued  by  the  Department : 

The  transitional  parity  for  basic  commodi¬ 
ties  during  1958  is  90  percent  of  the  parity 
price  computed  by  the  .old  formula.  The 
parity  price  according  to  the  old  formula  is 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  average  price 
received  by  the  farmers  for  corn  for  the 
60  months,  August  1909-July  1914,  which 
was  $0,642  per  bushel,  by  the  July  15,  1958, 
unr&vised  index  of  prices  paid,  including  in¬ 
terest  and  taxes,  which  is  306  percent.  This 
gives  an  indicated  parity  price  of  $1.96  per 
bushel  under  the  old  formula.  Multiplying 
by  90  percent  gives  $1.76,  the  transitional 
parity  price.  Since  this  is  higher  than  the 
indicated  parity  price  under  the  new  formula 
of  $1.73  per  bushel,  the  transitional  parity 
price  is  the  effective  parity  price. 

The  difference  between  us  is  that  we 
are  asking  for  the  lower  instead  of  the 
greater  parity  price. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  S 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  In  order  that  the  rec¬ 
ord  may  be  clarified  I  read  from  a  memo¬ 
randum  from  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  on  the  subject  of  parity  compu¬ 
tations  the  following: 

No  commodities  axe  calculated  on  the  basis 
of  old  parity. 

Six  commodities  are  calculated  on  the  basis 
of  transitional  parity.  These  commodities 
are  com,  Puerto  Rico  Slier  tobacco  type  46, 
grapefruit,  oranges,  avocadoes,  and  dates. 

All  other  commodities  (approximately  160) 
are  calculated  on  the  basis  of  modernized 
parity. 

Corn  is  not  on  the  old  parity. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  The  difference  is 
that  one  is  figured  on  a  transitional 


parity  and  the  other  on  the  old  parity. 
They  use  transitional  parity,  I  take  old 
parity.  There  is  complete  agreement. 

What  we  need  is  stability  over  an  effec¬ 
tive  period  of  time. 

I  might  point  out,  in  support  of  that 
statement,  the  fact  that  foreign  manu¬ 
facturers  buy  ahead,  anticipate  their 
needs  on  an  average  of  3  years.  There¬ 
fore,  it  would  be  3  years  before  any  pro¬ 
gram  would  £>e  effective  in  the  foreign 
market. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes  and 
hope  he  will  utilize  part  of  the  time  to 
read  a  list  of  the  organizations  support¬ 
ing  the  legislation. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  will  try  to  do  so. 

Department  of  Agriculture  *  figures 
show  tobacco  to  be  the  only  price-sup¬ 
ported  commodity  for  which  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  ‘Corporation  has  realized 
a  hundred  percent  rate  of  recovery  on  its 
investment.  An  analysis  of  the  tobacco 
program  from  October  1933  to  March 
1959  shows  the  following: 

Tbe  March  31  “Report  of  Financial  Condi¬ 
tions  in  Operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation”  shows  tobacco  price  support 
program  losses  of  >$4.4  million  and  supply 
program  gains  of  $4.8  million,  or  a  net  gain 
of  $400,000  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  in  tobacco  program  operations  during 
this  25-yeaT  period. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Those  are  points  I  re¬ 
ferred  to  a  while  ago. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  As  to  the  organiza¬ 
tions  supporting  the  legislation,  I  v#ll 
read  them: 

Organizations  Supporting  Tobacco  Bill 

Interstate  organizations:  Burley  and  Dark 
Leaf  Tobacco  Export  Association,  Burley 
Auction  Warehouse  Association,  Bright  Belt 
Warehouse  Association,  Tobacco  Associates, 
Flue-Cured  Tobacco  Cooperative  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  Corp.,  National  Grange,  National  Farm¬ 
ers  Union,  Burley  Leaf  Tobacco  Dealers  As¬ 
sociation,  Leaf  Tobacco  Exporters  Associa¬ 
tion,  Plant  Food  Institute  of  North  Carolina 
and  Virginia,  Association  of  Dark  Tobacco 
Dealers  and  Exporters,  Conn-Mass  Tobacco 
Cooperative,  Inc.,  National  Cigar  Leaf  To¬ 
bacco  Association. 

Kentucky:  Kentucky  Farm  Bureau,  Burley 
Tobacco  Growers  Cooperative  Association, 
Western  Dark-Fire-Cured  Tobacco  Growers 
Association,  Stemming  District  Tobacco  As¬ 
sociation. 

Tennessee:  Burley  Stabilization  Coopera¬ 
tive,  s  Eastern  Dark-Fire-Cured  Tobacco 
Growers  Association. 

South  Carolina:  South  Carolina  Farm 
Bureau,  South  Carolina  Grange,  South  Caro¬ 
lina  Tobacco  Warehouse  Association. 

Georgia:  Georgia  Farm  Bureau. 

Virginia:  Virginia  Farm  Bureau,  Virginia 
Farmers'  Union,  Virginia  Burley  Tobacco 
Growers  Association. 

North  Carolina:  Farmers  Federal  Coopera¬ 
tive,  North  Carolina  Grange,  North  Carolina 
Farm  Bureau. 

Wisconsin:  Northern  Wisconsin  Coopera¬ 
tive  Tobacco  Pool,  Inc.,  Wisconsin  Tobacco 
Growers  Association. 

Ohio:  Cigar  Tobacco  Cooperative. 

Maryland:  Maryland  Tobacco  Cooperative, 
Maryland  Farm  Bureau. 

New  York:  Leaf  Tobacco  Board  of  Trade, 
New  York  City. 

Certainly  it  is  obvious  to  all  that  this 
group  represents  practically  the  entire 
tobacco  industry  in  those  States,  which 
are  interested  in  tobacco..  All  of  them 


are  interested  in  this  legislation  becom¬ 
ing  effective. 

The  farmers  understand  what  is  in 
this  particular  piece  of  legislation.  They 
are  interested  in  keeping  the  tobacco 
supply  in  line  with  demand  and  not 
losing  their  export  markets.  What  they 
want  to  do  is  to  gain  export  markets, 
and  this  bill  will  help  them  do  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  legislation  has  the 
support  of  the  largest  group  of  tobacco 
growers  and  representatives  of  the  to¬ 
bacco  industry  that  have  ever — as  far 
as  I  know — agreed  completely  on  the 
need  for  a  change  in  the  existing  pro¬ 
gram.  This  spirit  of  cooperation,  of 
determination  to  make  the  program  con¬ 
tinue  on  the«successful  patch  it  has  fol¬ 
lowed  over  the  past  years,  should  be  met 
by  the  Congress  with  approval  of  this 
bill. 

As  a  representative  of  the  burley  to¬ 
bacco  producing  area  in  Virginia,  I  sup¬ 
port  and  urge  the  approval  of  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maine  i  Mr.  McIntireI. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  to¬ 
bacco  is  the  only  commodity  that  con¬ 
tinues  to  be  supported  in  a  program  of 
90  percent  of  parity.  I  served  on  the 
tobacco  subcommittee  in  the  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  and  want  to  commend  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Abbitt],  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Watts!  , 
and  others  for  their  attempts  to  keep  the 
program  in  line. 

However,  two  problems  are  now  ap¬ 
parent;  one,  the  problem  of  increasing 
inventories,  and  the  other  the  fact  that 
.90  percent  of  modern  parity  is,  pricing 
this  crop  out  of  its  markets.  \ 

The  difference  of  opinion,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  arises  as  to  how  to  do  the  job. 
Frankly,  I  would  prefer  to  do  it  more 
directly  by  an  adjustment  in  the  per¬ 
centage  of  support  based  on  modern 
parity  the  same  as  all  other  crops.  This 
is  a  bill  worded  in  such  a  way  that  prices 
are  frozen,  but  we  do  not  quite  say  so; 
90  percent  is  not  preserved  but  we  do 
not  quite  say  that  either. 

The  bill  shifts  to  old  parity  in  order 
to  avoid  stating  factually  that  lower 
than  90  percent  supports  are  in  fact  in 
effect. 

I  wish  the  language  were  more  direct, 
but  the  objective  is  in  line  with  the  best 
interests  of  the  tobacco  industry. 

May  I  say  again,  those  who  have  had 
a  very  active  part  in  trying  to  keep  this 
•  type  of  program  within  bounds  have 
looked  at  the  problem  very  realistically— 
the  information  given  to  us  as  sub¬ 
committee  members  then  was  convinc¬ 
ing  and  showed  that  the  industry  was 
interested  in  facing  up  to  this  very,  real 
problem.  However,  I  recognize  the  prob¬ 
lem  confronting  many  individual  Mem¬ 
bers  in  relation  to  the  concept  of  99 
percent.  The  language  in  this  bill  is  an 
attempt,  in  my  opinion,  very  frankly, 
to  preserve  many  of  those  principles.  I 
do  not  quarrel  with  the  necessity  of  at¬ 
tempting  to  preserve  those  principles; 
however,  I  do  think  that  we  would  have 
better  legislation  for  the  tobacco  indus¬ 
try  in  the  long  run  if  we  would  face  up 
to  the  realities  of  the  situation  and  with 
legislation  that  permitted  lower  levels 
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of  support  in  line  with  the  best  interest 
of  the  tobacco  growers. 

I  shall  support  this  bill  in  final  pas¬ 
sage. 

(Mr.  McINTIRE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Tuck]. 

(Mr.  TUCK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise"  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  TUCK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
thank  my  longtime  friend  and  colleague, 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina,  for  having  been  so  generous 
as  to  extend  3  minutes  of  his  time  to  me. 
I  want  to  promise  him  at  the  outset  that 
I  will  not  request  him  to  grant  me  more 
than  six  extensions  of  time. 

I  want  to  thank  him  for  allowing  me 
to  follow  in  the  footsteps  of  the  two 
somewhat  illustrious  Virginians  who 
have  proceeded  me.  In  that  great  State 
outsiders  do  not  regard  us  as  being  re¬ 
luctant  to  think  and  to  speak  well  of 
ourselves.  That  is  the  sentiment  which 
prevails  among  all  segments  of  our 
people.  ^ 

A  preacher  who  lived  on  my  farm, 
which,  incidentally,  is  not  too  far  from 
the  North  Carolina  line,  having  labored 
in  the  vineyard  of  the  Lord  in  our  State, 
went  to  North  Carolina.  He  heard  a 
preacher  there  one  Sunday  reading  the 
Scriptures  about  the  10  virgins  who  went 
forth  to  meet  the  bridegroom.  Five  of 
them  were  wise  and  five  of  them  were 
foolish.  My  preacher  got  up  and  said, 
“Would  you  mind  reading  to  us  again 
that  Scripture  about  those  10  Vir¬ 
ginians?’’ 

So,  he  read  it  again  and  he  said,  “Now, 
what  objection  do  you  have  to  offer  to 
that?  What  comments  do  you  have  to 
make?’’  He  said,  “Well,  since  you  read 
it  twice,  I  think  I  understand  it,  but  it 
does  look  to  me  that  the  percentage  of 
foolish  Virginians  is  mighty  high.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  speak 
briefly  in  behalf  of  Senate  bill  1901, 
which  is  a  very  important  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation  intended  to  stabilize  and  protect 
the  level  of  support  for  tobacco.  I  have 
the  great  honor  to  represent  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  a  district 
which  produces  a  great  deal  of  the  Flue- 
cured  type  of  tobacco  which  is  used  in 
manufacturing  our  famous  cigarettes. 
Smaller  quantities  of  other  types  of  to¬ 
bacco  are  produced  in  some  of  the  other 
counties  in  my  district.  There  is  grave 
concern  among  the  tobacco  growers  and 
all  segments  of  the  industry  over  the  de¬ 
cline  of  our  export  trade  in  tobacco. 
Although  domestic  consumption  is  hold¬ 
ing  up  well,  the  welfare  of  the  industry 
is  dependent  upon  a  substantial  export 
trade,  and  we  are  losing  our  export  mar¬ 
kets  due  to  a  price  situation  over  which 
we  have  no  control,  and  which  has  come 
about  under  the  present  method  of  com¬ 
puting  'price  supports.  It  may  seem 
strange  that  we  are  advocating  legisla¬ 
tion  to  prevent  an  increase  in  price  sup¬ 
ports,  but  we  are  faced  with  a  situation 
where  such  action  is  absolutely  necessary 
if  we  are  to  preserve  these  foreign  mar¬ 


kets  which  are  indispensable  to  the  con¬ 
tinued  growth  of  the  tobacco  industry 
in  this  country. 

The  able  and  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  in  his 
report  which  accompanies  this  bill  has, 
in  a  clear  and  forceful  manner,  ex¬ 
plained  the  purpose  of  the  bill  and  out¬ 
lined  the  urgency  of  the  situation.  The 
computation  of  a  parity  formula  is  in¬ 
tricate  and  complex,  but  the  report  con¬ 
tains  an  adequate  outline  of  the  history 
of  the  tobacco  parity  formula  and  de¬ 
scribes  the  price  distortions  now  appear¬ 
ing  as  the  result  of  the  application  of 
the  present  formula  and  predicts  the 
extent  to  which  its  operation  may  bring 
further  increases  in  the  price  of  tobacco, 
with  adverse  effect  upon  our  exports. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  consumption  of  tobacco  is 
increasing  in  many  areas  of  the  world, 
but  we  can  maintain  our  position  in  the 
export  markets  if  we  have  a-  favorable 
price  situation  and  not  price  ourselves 
out  of  such  markets.  This  legislation 
is  designed  to  avoid  such  a  development 
and  I  earnestly  hope  it  will  be  enacted 
into  law  and  thus  correct  a  condition 
now  proving  detrimental  to  one  of  our 
oldest  industries. 

I  might  say  to  you,  my  friends,  that 
tobacco  is  one  of  the  most  important 
of  all  farm  comrfiodities.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  derives  a 
great  deal  of  revenue  from  it.  It  is  con¬ 
nected  with  the  history  and  the  growth 
and  the  culture  and  the  education  of 
our  country.  In  Colonial  Virigina  our 
citizens  paid  the  preachers  with  tobacco, 
and  some  of  these  Colonial  Americans 
purchased  their  wives  by  paying  for 
their  transportation  with  tobacco. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TUCK.  I  am  pleased  to  yield  to 
my  handsome  friend  from  Kentucky  and 
answer  any  question  that  he  may  ask  if 
I  dan. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Governor,  I  will  say 
this  to  you  quite  frankly,  that  for  every 
pack  of  cigarettes  the  farmer  gets  about 
1.1  cents.  It  sells  for  25  cents.  There 
is  approximately  50  percent  of  Federal 
and  State  tax  that  goes  into  the  cost  of 
that  package  of  cigarettes. 

Mr.  TUCK.  You  are  right.  A  gen¬ 
tleman  awhile  ago  spoke  about  eating 
cake  and  having  it,  too.  Well,  prior  to 
the  establishment  of  this  program  we 
did  not  have  any  cake  to  eat,  nor  did  we 
have  bread  and  many  a  time  our  farm¬ 
ers  brought  their  year’s  supply  of  to¬ 
bacco  to  market  and  went  home  empty- 
handed,  unable  to  buy  shoes  and  cloth¬ 
ing  for  their  children. 

Mr.  CHELF.  It  runs  into  the  hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  TUCK.  The  tax  does  run  into 
hundreds  of  millions.  Times  were  so 
hard,  my  friends,  that  the  people  down 
in  thq  tobacco-growing  sections  found 
out  that  old  rabbit  tasted  better  in  the 
heat  of  July  than  in  the  frost  of  Decem¬ 
ber.  This  tobacco  program  and  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  this  program  along  the  lines 
provided  for  in  this  bill  is  necessary  if 
we  are  to  continue  to  enjoy  an  economy 
that  will  enable  our  people  to  produce 
this  important  crop.  ✓ 


Mr.  CHELF.  Amen. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Quie], 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  regarding 
this  bill,  I  think  it  is  important  to  keep 
in  mind  the  fact  that  it  provides  a  clear 
recognition  that  parity,  and  the  parity 
formula,  is  no  sacred  cow — and  that  we 
need  not  depend  entirely  on  parity 
formulas. 

We  have  heard  recommendations  this 
afternoon  to  the  effect  that  we  should 
take  another  look  at  the  parity  formula 
and  see  if  it  really  works.  This  program 
points  the  way  to  a  different  concept  of 
parity,  because  the  traditional  system 
has  threatened  to  drive  the  commodity, 
tobacco,  out  of  the  market. 

,  The  second  indictment  of  the  old  pari¬ 
ty  concept  is  also  important  to  agricul¬ 
ture.  It  has  been  demonstrated  that 
holding  the  price  support  at  a  certain 
percentage  of  parity  can  be  detrimental 
to  agriculture  rather  than  helpful,  and 
the  example  of  producers — as  well  as  to¬ 
bacco  processors — coming  in  and  asking 
for  a  freeze  on  price  supports  to  prevent 
an  increase  in  price  is  a  clear  example  of 
this. 

I  would  like  to  show  you  what  would 
happen  to  the  price  of  tobacco,  because 
of  the  workings  of  the  parity  formula,  if 
some  type  of  freeze  is  not  enacted.  In 
this  year,  1959,  on  Flue-cured  tobacco, 
this  commodity  would  have  to  be  sup¬ 
ported,  according  to  the  May  price,  at 
61.9  cents  a  pound — if  we  do  not  pass 
some  kind  of  freeze  rather  than  support 
the  price  on  tobacco.  This  represents 
an  increase  of  7.3  cents  a  pound.  Three 
years  from  now  it  would  mean  10.6  cents 
a  pound  higher. 

The  following  table  is  a  case  in  point — 
showing  as  it  does  an  estimated  pro¬ 
jection  for  the  next  5  years  on  flue-cured 
and  burley  tobacco : 


Flue-cured  tobacco 

[1958  level  of  support  was  54.6  cents  per  pound  or  90 
percent  of  parity] 


Full  parity 

Year 

1958  level 
expressed  as 
percent  of, 
parity 

1959 

88 

'  1959 

88 

1960 

86 

1961  • 

84 

(38  7  _ _ _ 

1962 

79 

1963 

Burley  tobacco 

[1958  level  was  55.4  cents  per  pound,  or  90  percent  of 
parity] 


Full  parity 

Year 

1958  level 
expressed  as 
percent  of 
parity 

1959 

87 

1959 

87 

1960 

84 

1961 

80 

1962 

70 

1963 

71 

Five  years  from  now,  the  proponents 
of  this  legislation  say  that  90  percent 
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of  old  parity  might  be  higher  than  the 
1958  level  in  dollars  and  cents.  This 
would  mean  an  18.1  percent  a  pound 
higher  price,  if  we  stayed  on  modernized 
parity  at  90  percent  support.  In  1959, 
if  there  is  a  freeze  bill,  tobacco  will  be 
supported  at  88  percent  of  parity  for 
Plue-cured  tobacco  or  87  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  for  bur  ley  tobacco.  In  1961,  3  years 
later,  it  would  be  supported  for  Flue- 
cured  tobacco  at  84  percent  of  parity 
and  in  1962  at  80  percent  of  parity. 
And  if  the  trends  continue  as  they  have 
in  the  past  4  years,  5  years  from  now, 
1963,  the  support  price  that  is  indicated 
in  1958  in  dollars  and  cents  will  mean, 
for  Flue-cured  tobacco,  75  percent  of 
parity  and  for  burley  tobacco  71  per¬ 
cent  of  parity. 

I  think  this  is  a  clear  indication  that 
in  order  to  hold  markets  producers  of 
an  important  agricultural  commodity 
are  willing  to  take  a  lower  price  for 
their  commodity.  It  also  shows  that 
markets  are  one  of  the  most  important 
things  we  need  to  consider  in  producing 
our  agricultural  commodities,  because 
if  we  hold  the  price  of  any  crop  so 
high  that  it  cannot  be  sold  on  the  dom¬ 
estic  or  the  foreign  market,  we  stand 
to  lose  as  farmers,  because  as  farmers 
we  want  to  produce.  A  farmer’s  natural 
inclination  is  to  produce  from  fence  row 
to  fence  row.  He  hates  to  be  cut  back 
on  production. 

Here  we  have  a  program  that  has  been 
held  up  as  a  perfect  example  of  high 
price  supports  with  controls  to  make  it 
work.  And  most  every  year  it  seems 
that  further  cuts  in  acreage  are  im¬ 
posed.  It  was  indicated  this  afternoon 
that  the  acreage  of  tobacco  has  been 
cut  back  between  45  and  50  percent, 
and  our  chairman  has  mentioned  many 
times  that  in  3  years  they  have  taken 
3714  percent  reduction  in  acreage.  Now 
at  last  they  come  in  and  ask  for  a  re¬ 
duction  in  price  in  order  that  they  may 
be  able  to  keep  their  markets,  that  is, 
the  markets  that  they  have  left.  There 
has  been  a  great  loss  in  markets  of  to¬ 
bacco  and,  as  we  look  at  the  other  com¬ 
modities  in  agriculture  and  consider 
them,  we  should  watch  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  to  tobacco;  because  there  is  a 
danger  of  pricing  a  commodity  out  of 
the  market. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  support 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  to  freeze  the  price  support  of  to¬ 
bacco  at  the  1958  level  for  3  years  be¬ 
cause,  even  though  it  would  be  detri¬ 
mental,  I  agree,  to  the  tobacco  indus¬ 
try,  if  we  waited  the  full  3  years  before 
anything  was  done  for  tobacco,  yet  I 
think  there  would  be  time  in  those  3 
years  to  work'out  a  more  acceptable  pro¬ 
gram  for  tobacco.  If  that  amendment 
does  not  carry,  I  plan  to  support  the 
bill,  because  at  least  this  will  hold  the 
price  support  on  tobacco  at  the  1958 
level,  rather  than  allowing  it  to  jump 
about  7  cents  in  this  year  and  an  addi¬ 
tional  amount  each  year  at  a  greater 
cost  to  the  Government  and  a  loss  of 
markets  and  income  to  the  tobacco 
farmers.  It  will  be  necessary  to  have 
further  acreage  reductions  I  am  quite 
certain  in  tobacco  as  time  goes  on,  but 
at  least  this  is  a  step  in  the  right  di¬ 
rection. 


I  hope  that  the  amendment  to  be 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  will 
be  adopted. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Perkins!  . 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  legislation.  / 

I  have  some  20,000  small  growers  in 
the  district  that  I  am  privileged  to  rep¬ 
resent  and  the  growers  in  general  are 
satisfied  with  the  present  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram.  The  small  grower  cannot  stand 
any  further  reduction  in  acreage.  It  is 
only  natural  through  legislation  to  im¬ 
prove  a  program  if  we  feel  such  a  result 
may  be  brought  about  by  legislation. 
Personally,  I  feel  the  rigid  price  support 
program,  insofar  as  burley  tobacco  is 
concerned,  has  worked  well.  In  fact,  the 
suport  price  has  only  risen  8  cents  over 
the  past  5  years,  and  I  think  on  burley 
31  from  47  cents  to  55  cents  through  the 
years  1953-58.  I  am  not  alarmed  by 
all  of  this  talk  that  we  need  flexible  price 
supports. 

With  respect  to  the  desirability  of  pre¬ 
venting  further  increases  in  tobacco  sup¬ 
port  prices  in  the  immediate  future, 
there  is  general  agreement  that  unless 
The  support  price  is  stabilized  at  or  near 
present  levels,  exports  will  decrease  and 
allotments  will  be  reduced.  While  this 
will  be  most  serious  for  the  producers 
of  Flue-cured  and  other  types  of  tobacco 
where  as  much  as  40  percent  of  the  crop 
is  exported,  its  influence  will  spread  to 
the  producers  of  burley.  The  economy  of 
the  majority  of  the  counties  in  the  dis¬ 
trict  that  I  am  privileged  to  represent  is 
based  to  a  great  degree  on  tobacco,  tlje 
t  annual  income  ranging  anywhere  from 
|  $500,000  to  $2,500,000  in  some  counties. 
■  The  tobacco  farmers  in  these  counties 
cannot  absorb  additional  acreage  reduc¬ 
tions  in  the  face  of  current  economic 
conditions.  I  feel  that  additional  acre¬ 
age  reductions  will  not  become  necessary 
if  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  make 
full  use  of  the  provisions  of  Public  Law 
480  for  increasing  our  burley  tobacco 
exports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  passage  of 
this  legislation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

(Mr.  PERKINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Mrs.  St.  George]. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
first  of  all  I  want  to  thank  the  very  dis¬ 
tinguished  ranking  Member  from  the 
State  of  Iowa  for  having  given  me  per¬ 
mission  to  speak  on  this  bill.  I  do  not 
represent  tobacco  fanners.  I  am  not  a 
friend  of  price  supports.  In  fact,  I  am 
almost  sure  that  anything  I  say  to  this 
gathering ,  will  be  supremely  unpopular. 
But  I  would  like  to  take  you  down  a  dif¬ 
ferent  vista  entirely.  I  am  sure  almost 
everyone  within  the  sound  of  my  voice 
has  contributed  and  will  contribute 
generously  to  cancer  research.  I  am  also 
sure  that  in  a  very  short  time  we  will 
have  many  bills  introduced"  asking  that 
the  Federal  Government  contribute 
generously  and  in  large  amounts  to  re¬ 


search  for  the  discovery  of  a  cure  for 
cancer,  especially  cancer  of  the  lungs. 
There  are  many  people  who  know  far 
more  about  this  than  I  do,  who  have 
studied  the  matter  and  who  are  per¬ 
suaded  and  honestly  persuaded,  and 
there  are  medical  people  among  them 
too,  that  tobacco  is  injurious  and  that 
tobacco  in  many  instances  may  cause 
the  dread  disease  of  cancer.  I  am  not 
here  to  tell  you  that  tobacco  is  no  longer 
going  to  be  grown  in  this  country,  but  I 
would  ask  you  to  consider  first  whether 
tobacco  should  be  regarded  and  treated 
as  a  basic  crop.  It  seems  to  me  a  basic 
crop  is  something  we  all  need;  some¬ 
thing  we  require  for  our  welfare;  some¬ 
thing  that  we  have  to  have.  Of  course, 
it  is  possible  to  make  a  living  by  growing 
a  crop  that  is  not  basic.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  farmers  can  do  that.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Dague  I  pointed  that  out  in  his  very  ex¬ 
cellent  remarks  earlier,  but  after  all,  if 
everyone  who  wants  to  grow  something 
has  to  be  supported,  we  might  just  as 
well  carry  that  out  to  its  logical  conclu¬ 
sion  and  support  the  people  in  New  York 
City  who  are  growing  marijuana  quite 
successfully  in  their  window  boxes.  As 
I  say,  that  too  can  be  done.  It  seems  to 
me  that  having  heard  the  pros  and  cons 
on  this  bill,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the 
supports,  which  some  of  them  may  have 
wanted  and  some  may  not  have  wanted, 
are  in  fact  pricing  their  product  out  of 
the  world  markets.  And  they  are  not 
the  only  ones.  This  is  only  a  small  cloud 
on  the  horizon.  You  and  I,  as  we  stay 
in  this  House  of  Representatives  and  in 
this  Congress,  are  going  to  hear  more 
and  more  often  of  our  commodities 
being  priced  out  of  the  markets  of  the 
world.  Are  we  going  to  continue  on  this 
path  of  Government  support  for  every 
crop  and  every  commodity  that  cannot 
hold  its  own  in  the  world  markets?  The 
end  of  that  road  is  in  sight — and  you 
all  know  what  that  end  is.  For  that 
reason  I  hope,  the  Hoeven  amendment, 
which  to  my  mind  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction,  will  be  adopted.  I  would  like 
to  call  your  attention  to  this:  That  we 
might  well,  all  of  us,  go  much  further 
and  try  to  restrict  supports,  if  they  are 
needed,  to  the  things  that  are  funda¬ 
mental  and  basic  for  the  welfare  of  our 
country.  There  certainly  is  grave  doubt 
that  tobacco  and  the  use  of  tobacco 
could  qualify  for  support  on  the  basis 
of  such  criteria.  After  all,  you  are  not 
supporting  the  alcoholic  beverage  in¬ 
dustry.  They  make  bourbon  in  this 
country  and  they  make  many  other 
thinks  of  the  same  kind  and,  perhaps, 
they  will  be  having  difficulty  soon  in 
selling  their  products  in  the  world 
markets.  I  do  not  know.  So  why  not 
apply  the  same  yardstick  and  why  not 
gradually  restrict-  these  supports  to 
those  commodities  and  those  basic  crops 
which  our  people  absolutely  have  to  have 
.so  that  they  can  be  furnished  with  the 
necessities  of  life. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentlewoman  from  New  York  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Durham]. 
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(Mr.  DURHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DURHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  pose  as  an  expert  on  farm  problems, 
but  I  do  know  the  difference  between  a 
ham  string  and  a  crupper.  I  was  raised 
on  a  tobacco  fai-m  and  know  what  it  is 
to  sucker  tobacco,  worm  tobacco,  and 
cure  tobacco,  and  I  do  feel  that  I  can 
qualify  on  the  burdensome  task  involved 
in  producing  this  commodity  and  pre¬ 
paring  it  for  the  market. 

I  know  that  much  of  our  tobacco  in 
my  section  of  the  country  is  raised  by 
the  farmer  and  his  mule  because  it  can¬ 
not  be  done  by  machinery. 

I  am  not  convinced  that  this  is  going 
to  solve  all  problems  for  the  tobacco 
farmers.  Today  at  least  50  percent  of 
the  income  of  the  farmers  in  the  State 
of  North  Carolina  comes  from  this  com¬ 
modity,  and  that  means  something  to 
us,  it  means  something  to  our  institu¬ 
tions,  and  also  it  means  something  to  the 
Federal  Government,  for  today  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  taxing  this  com¬ 
modity  more  than  any  other  commodity 
in  the  channels  of  our  trade  and  com¬ 
merce  in  this  country.  I  think  we  should 
take  it  seriously  and  endeavor  to  find  a 
solution. 

The  gentlewoman  from  New  York 
[Mrs.  St.  George]  has  injected  into  this 
debate  here  a  problem  about  which  we 
are  all  concerned,  of  course.  This  dis¬ 
cussion  has  gone  on  from  time  to  time 
as  to  whether  or  not  this  commodity 
which  we  are  speaking  of  here  this  af¬ 
ternoon  does  contribute  to  cancer. 
Many  great  and  fine  laboratories 
throughout  the  country  are  engaged  in 
this  research  problem,  and  all  the  large 
tobacco  manufacturers  today  have  lab¬ 
oratories,  financed  by  the  tobacco  com¬ 
panies,  in  which  they  are  trying  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  or  not  this  is  the  true  fact. 
We  have  two  or  three  of  the  finest  re¬ 
search  laboratories  in  our  section  of  the 
country,  and  we  have  the  finest  tech¬ 
nicians  and  research  people  pursuing  re¬ 
search  in  these  laboratories.  It  is  much 
like  many  of  the  problems  we  face  in  the 
overall  research  field  presently.  Thei-e 
is  disagreement  in  many  fields  of  re¬ 
search.  I  certainly  hope  and  pray,  of 
course,  that  some  day  we  will  find  a  cure 
for  cancer,  having  had  experience  with  it 
in  my  own  family.  I  know  something 
about  it  by  the  loss  of  my  own  dear  wife. 
Much  of  the  research  activity  of  this 
country  is  devoted  to  an  endeavor  to  find 
out  some  way  to  cure  this  dread  malady. 
We  are  spending  millions  and  millions  of 
dollars  here  this  year  in  public  funds 
beside  the  millions  being  spent  by  private 
foundations,  in  research  in  the  labora¬ 
tories  to  detennine  the  true  facts  with 
respect  to  it. 

Looking  at  the  bill  before  us  I  know 
of  no  group  that  has  come  in  here — 
corn,  wheat,  cotton,  or  any  other 
group — which  has  agreed  to  freeze  at 
today’s  level  of  commodity  prices  guar¬ 
anteed  under  the  parity  formula, 
whether  it  is  90  percent,  70  percent,  or 
60  percent.  It  is  a  great  sacrifice  for 
the  tobacco  farmers.  We  have  taken  his 
acreage  away  from  him  in  our  section 
until  the  small  tobacco  farmer  today 


has  nothing  much  left.  As  you  know 
our  State  is  composed  of  small  farmers, 
and  unless  he  has  1,  2,  or  3  acres  of  to¬ 
bacco  he  has  nothing  to  live  on,  and 
they  have  to  fall  back  onto  social  secur¬ 
ity  or  some  other  type  of  relief  for  their 
existence. 

Speaking  of  export  trade,  as  to 
whether  or  not  this  is  going  to  solve 
much  of  the  problem  I  am  not  sure.  I 
have  visited  a  good  many  places  in  Eu¬ 
rope  over  the  last  several  years  and  I 
have  inquired  into  conditions.  I  have 
seen  it  come  to  the  situation  where  to¬ 
bacco  is  grown  in  Germany,  Switzerland, 
down  in  Greece,  down  in  Italy,  all  over 
those  countries  today.  In  my  last  visit 
over  there,  a  year  ago,  I  bought  a  can 
of  tobacco  for  which  I  would  pay  15 
cents  in  this  country,  but  there  I  had 
to  pay  90  cents.  I  asked  the  merchant 
why  such  an  exorbitant  price,  and  told 
him  that  we  would  get  the  same  thing 
for  15  cents  in  our  country.  He  said: 
“Well,  we  are  trying  to  price  you  out  of 
business  so  that  we  can  grow  our  own 
tobacco.”  They  are  perfectly  frank 
about  it.  I  think  our  State  Department 
should  be  better  traders  than  they  are 
in  their  negotiations  and  trade  agree¬ 
ments.  During  the  war  the  demand  for 
American  tobacco  was  high  in  those 
countries  but  today  we  are  simply  being 
priced  out  of  the  market  because  of  low 
wages  and  cheaper  tobaccos.  It  is  not 
what  the  average  American  would  en¬ 
joy  smoking,  but  they  smoke  it  over 
there. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  hope  we  enact  this 
bill  today.  I  feel  that  it  will  help  some. 
I  do  not  say  it  is  going  to  cure  all  the 
tobacco  farmer’s  problems,  but  it  will 
help,  and  they  certainly  do  have  a 
problem,  t 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Michel]. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  opportunity  to  make  several  observa¬ 
tions  and  to  ask  the  Chairman  a  ques¬ 
tion,  if  I  may. 

Several  days  ago,  the  Members  will  re¬ 
call,  when  we  had  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  the  Agriculture  appropriation  bill. 
We  wrote  into  the  appropriation  bill  a 
limitation  of  $50,000  on  any  one  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  loan.  Admit¬ 
tedly,  the  language  was  not  defined  in 
this  body  to  the  extent  it  should  have 
been,  but  in  the  other  body  a  definition 
of  that  language  was  made. 

This  morning  our  Subcommittee  on 
Agriculture  Appropriations  took  this 
matter  up  with  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  and  through  a  prolonged  discussion 
it  was  the  feeling  among  the  members 
that  this  kind  of  legislation  should  not 
come  on  an  appropriation  bill,  but, 
rather,  should  be  the  work  of  a  legislative 
committee.  I  am  wondering  now  what 
the  position  of  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  would  be  if  an 
amendment  were  offered  to  this  bill 
which  would  in  effect  invoke  this  $50,000 
limitation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  will  re¬ 
call  that  when  the  Taber  amendment 
was  on  the  floor  for  consideration  I  ob¬ 
jected  to  it  because  I  believed  it  would 
have  destroyed  completely  the  tobacco. 


rice,  and  peanut  programs,  and  other 
programs,  as  well,  because  the  limitation 
was  applicable  to  cooperatives  through 
which  the  programs  are  operated.  That 
very  afternoon,  after  the  House  had  de¬ 
bated  the  Taber  amendment,  I  received 
a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Mr.  Benson,  in  which  he  agreed 
that  the  limitation  should  not  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  co-ops.  This  tobacco  program 
is  operated  through  a  co-op.  There  are 
no  individual  loans.  The  peanut  pro¬ 
gram  is  likewise  operated  through  a 
co-op. 

I  have  no  objection  to  a  reasonable 
limitation,  if  it  could  be  made  to  work, 
but  I  do  not  believe  we  should  adopt  any 
limitation  on  these  loans,  because  I  do 
not  think  we  should  discriminate  against 
a  man  because  he  happens  to  be'  a  large 
operator.  These  large  loans  have  largely 
been  paid  off.  I  know  of  some  of  them 
that  have  been  paid  back  in  full  with 
interest,  and  they  do  make  for  stability 
in  the  market. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  may  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  language  in  the  other 
body  was  designed  for  tobacco  producers, 
and  it  is  not  our  intention,  even  if  one 
large  landowner  should  have  a  number 
of  tenants,  to  discriminate  against  the 
individual  tenant.  Each  one  of  them 
can  get  up  to  $50,000.  What  we  seek  to 
do,  of  course,  is  to  put  in  some  overall 
limitation,  and  it  seems  to  me  $50,000  is 
not  unreasonable.  I  would  like  to  know 
how  the  chairman  thinks  about  that. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  have  seen  the  lan¬ 
guage,  and  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
language  that  will  ultimately  be  in  the 
bill,  but  I  still  do  not  go  along  with  the 
idea  of  limiting  these  loans. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hoffman]. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
speak  out  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  all  Members  of  the  House  are 
interested  in  proposed  labor  legislation. 

In  view  of  the  statement  on  the  ticker 
that  Mr.  Reuther  spent  some  40  minutes 
with  the  Speaker  of  the  House  today, 
discussing  the  prospect  of  the  enactment 
of  labor  legislation,  so-called,  and  recall¬ 
ing  that  the  House  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor  intends  to  close  hear¬ 
ing  tomorrow  and  start  writing  a  bill 
the  day  after,  it  would  seem  that  before 
too  long  that  committee  will  report  out  a 
bill  for  the  consideration  of  the  House. 

This  afternoon,  two  witnesses,  attor¬ 
neys,  appeared  for  James  R.  Hoffa.  I 
asked  them  if  they  were  authorized  to 
present  his  views  and  they  stated  that 
they  were.  Earlier  today  they  had  criti¬ 
cized  the  bills  which  have  been  given 
to  the  committee  for  consideration,  and, 
as  they  appeared  to  be,  and  undoubtedly 
they  are,  exceptionally  capable  attorneys 
with  years  of  experience  in  connection 
with  labor  disputes  and  litigation,  and 
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seem  familiar  with  the  decisions  of  in¬ 
ferior  as  well  as  with  the  decisions  of  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court,  I  asked  them  to 
give  us  a  bill  not  later  than  next  Mon¬ 
day  which  would  incorporate  Mr.  Hoffa’s 
views.  This  they  agreed  to  do. 

Inasmuch  as  members  have  had  op¬ 
portunity  to  examine  the  various  bills 
which  have  been  presented,  may  I  most 
humbly  suggest  that  when  Mr.  Hoffa’s 
bill  comes  in  next  Monday,  it  be  criti¬ 
cally  examined  with  the  thought  that  it 
is  barely  possible  that  some  worthwhile 
suggestions  may  be  found  in  it. 

Much  as  we  need  labor  legislation,  and 
the  need  is  imperative,  unless  we  can 
bring  from  the  floor  of  the  House  a  bill 
which  will  minimize  and  I  hope  end 
blackmail  picketing  as  described  by  Sen¬ 
ator  McClellan,  and  secondary  boycotts, 
it  will  be  impossible  for  me  to  vote  for  it. 

The  evils  growing  out  of  those  two 
activities  are  almost  immeasurable  and 
it  is  idle  to  pretend  to  protect  the  public 
or  the  individual  citizen  or  the  union 
man  himself  unless  those  two  evil  prac¬ 
tices  are  barred. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no  fur¬ 
ther  requests  for  time,  the  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment.  _ 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is 
amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  and  adding  a  colon  and  the  follow¬ 
ing:  " Provided ,  That  for  any  kind  of  to¬ 
bacco  (other  than  Connecticut  Valley  cigar 
binder  types  51  and  52)  for  which  marketing 
quotas  were  in  effect  for  the  1958  crop,  the 
level  of  support  computed  in  dollars  and 
cents  for  each  subsequent  crop  of  such  to¬ 
bacco  for  which  marketing  qotas  are  in  ef¬ 
fect  shall  not  exceed  the  level  of  support 
computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to 
the  1958  crop  until  90  per  centum  of  the 
parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  exceeds  the 
level  of  support  applicable  to  the  1958  crop 
or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  com¬ 
puted  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  where¬ 
upon  the  level  of  support  for  such  subse¬ 
quent  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall 
be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of 
the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  com¬ 
puted  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  of  1949,  or 
computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  which¬ 
ever  computation  results  in  the  lower  level 
of  support:  And  provided  further,  That  in 
computing  parity  in  the  manner  used  prior 
to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  the  parity  index  as  defined  in  section 
301(a)(1)(C)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be  used 
except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period  January 
1910  to  December  1914,  inclusive,  the  base 
period  applicable  to  the  kind  of  tobacco 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  shall  be  used.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  28, 
1945,  as  amended  (59  Stat.  506;  7  U.S.C.  1312 
note) ,  is  amended  by  deleting  the  proviso  at 
the  end  thereof  and  substituting  therefor  a 
new  proviso  reading  as  follows:  ", Provided , 
That  beginning  with  the  1959  crop,  the  level 
of  support  for  each  such  kind  of  tobacco 


i  shall  not  exceed  a  maximum  level  of  support 
determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visos  in  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 

Mr.  COOLEY  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  read  and  open  to  amendment 
at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  two  amendments,  and  I  would  like 
to  have  them  considered  en  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Hoeven:  Page 
1,  line  9,  after  the  words  ‘‘and  cents  for” 
strike  out  “each  subsequent  crop”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “the  1959,  I960,'' and  1961 
crops.” 

Page  2,  line  2,  after  the  word  “crop”  strike 
out  the  rest  of  line  2  and  strike  out  lines  3 
through  22  arid  insert  a  period  after  the 
word  “crop.” 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Delaney,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (S.  1901)  to  amend  section  101(c) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the 
act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco,  had 
come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


CORRECTION  OF  VOI 

Mr.  RUTHERFORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  No.  69, 1  am  recorded  as  no\yot- 
ing.  I  was  present  and  voted  “a Ee.” 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Record 
and  Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The >6PE AKER.  Is  there  objection  to' 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 
There  was  no  objection. 

r.  RAINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
b.  71,  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting.  I 
as  present  and  voted  “aye.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Record  and 
j  Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SUPREME  COURT  IN  BARENBLATT 
CASE  UPHOLDS  HOUSE  UN-AMERI¬ 
CAN  ACTIVITIES  COMMITTEE 
MANDATE  BY  CONGRESS 

(Mr.  DOYLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  reason 
of  unanimous  consent  this  day  granted 
me  so  to  do,  I  am  pleased  to  present  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  the  Supreme  Court’s  ma¬ 
jority  opinion,  which  decision  was  ren¬ 
dered  by  your  highest  Court  on  yesterday, 
in  the  important  case  of  Lloyd  Baren- 


blatt,  a  former  instructor  at  Vassar 
lege,  who  refused  to  answer  questions 
[  asked  him  by  the  Un-American  Activities 
Committee  of  the  House  of  P 
tives  about  his  Communist  associations, 
and  as  to  whether  or  not  he  was  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Communist  Party/or  had  ever 
been  a  member  of  the  Communist  Party. 
Other  questions  were  ajso  asked  him 
which  he  also  refused  feo  answer.  The 
vote  of  the  Court  was  3  to  4  and  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Court  therefore  affirmed  the 
contempt  convictior/of  Barenblatt. 

The  dissent  of  the  minority  members 
of  the  Court  you  yml  find  in  the  Appendix 
of  this  Record  acs  of  this  date. 

The  following  is  the  text  of  the  news¬ 
paper  comments  of  the  case  in  the  New 
York  Time/as  of  June  9,  1959.  It  re¬ 
cites  historical  facts  and  information 
which  wjll  be  found  interesting  and  val¬ 
uable  iii  the  reading  of  this  important  de- 
cision/in  the  Barenblatt  case: 

Majority  Opinion 

Justice  Harlan  delivered  the  opinion 
o^the  Court: ) 

Once  more  the  Court  is  required  to  resolve 
the  conflicting  constitutional  claims  of  con¬ 
gressional  power  and  of  an  individual’s  right 
to  resist  its  exercise.  The  congressional 
power  in  question  concerns  the  internal 
process  of  Congress  in  moving  within  its 
legislative  domain;  it  involves  the  utilization 
of  its  committees  to  secure  “testimony  needed 
to  enable  it  efficiently  to  exercise  a  legislative 
function  belonging  to  it  under  the  constitu¬ 
tion.”  McGrain  v.  Daugherty,  273  U.S.  135, 
160.  The  power  of  inquiry  has  been  em¬ 
ployed  by  Congress  throughout  our  history, 
over  the  whole  range  of  the  national  inter¬ 
ests  concerning  which  Congress- might  legis¬ 
late  or  decide  upon  due  investigation  not  to 
legislate;  it  has  similarly  been  utilized  in 
determining  what  to  appropriate  from  the 
national  purse,  or  whether  to  appropriate. 
The  scope  of  the  power  of  inquiry,  in  short,  is 
as  penetrating  and  farreaching  as  the  poten¬ 
tial  power  to  enact  and  appropriate  under  the 
Constitution. 

Broad  as  it  is,  the  power  is  not,  however, 
without  limitations,  Since  Congress  may 
only  investigate  into  those  areas  in  which 
it  may  potentially  legislate  or  appropriate, 
it  cannot  inquire  into  matters  which  are 
within  the  exclusive  province  of  one  or  the 
pother  branch  of  the  Government.  Lacking 
re  judicial  power  given  to  the  Judiciary,  it 
cannot  inquire  into  matters  that  are  ex¬ 
clusively  the  concern  of  the  Judiciary. 
Neither  can  it  supplant  the  Executive  in 
what  Exclusively  belongs  to  the  Executive. 
And  the  Congress,  in  common  with  all 
branches\of  the  Government,  must  exercise 
its  powers'-subject  to  the  limitations  placed 
by  the  Constitution  on  Governmental  action, 
more  particuVrly  in  the  context  of  this  case 
the  relevant  lifqitations  of  the  Bill  of  Rights. 

IN  PERSPECTIVE 

The  congressional  power  of  inquiry,  its 
range  and  scope,  aEd  an  individual’s  duty 
in  relation  to  it,  must  be/ viewed  in  proper 
perspective.  McGrain\r.  Daugherty ,  supra; 
Landis,  Congressional  Bower  of  Investiga¬ 
tion,  40  Harv.  L.  Rev.  2rt;  Black,  Inside  a 
Senate  Investigation,  172  liarper’s  Monthly 
275  (February  1936).  The 'power  and  the 
right  of  resistance  to  ft  are  to,  be  judged  in 
the  concrete,  not  on  the  basis  oPabstractions. 
In  the  present  case  congressional  efforts  to 
learn  the  extent  of  a  nation-wide,  indeed 
world-wide,  problem  have  broughKone  of 
its  investigating  committees  into  the  field 
of  education.  Of  course,  broadly  viewed,  in¬ 
quiries  cannot  be  made  into  the  teaching 
that  is  pursued  in  any  of  our  educational 
institutions.  When  academic  teaching 
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1.  TOBACCO.  Passed,  250  to  149,  with  amendment  S.  1901,  to  modify  price  supports 

for  tobacco  (pp,  9408-22) . 

Agreed  to,  108  to  55,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Michel  to  limit  to  $50,000  the  total 
amount  of  CCC  loans  or  purchases  made  to  any  person  on  the  1960  production 
of  tobacco.  The  amendment  exempts  cooperative  marketing  organizations. 

(pp.  9416-7) 

Rejected,  65  to  123,  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Hoeven  to  provide  for  a  3-year  freeze 
on  tobacco  price  supports  at  the  1958  level  for  the  1959,  1960,  and  1961 
crops  (pp.  9408-16) . 

Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Pelly  to  provide  that  no  financial  benefit  or 
assistance  shall  accrue  or  be  paid,  directly  or  indirectly,  under  the  bill 
to  any  Member  of  Congress  or  employee  of  the  Federal  Government  (p.  9416) . 

Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Michel  to  limit  to  2  acres  the  Flue-cured  tobacco 
acreage  allotment  for  any  farm  in  1960  and  subsequent  years  (pp.  9417-2L; 


-  2  - 


Rejected,  138  to  260,  a  motion  by  Rep.  Hoeven  to  recommit  the  bill  to  the 
Agriculture  Committee  with  instructions  to  report  it  back  with  his  amend¬ 
ment  providing  for  a  3-year  freeze  on  tobacco  price  supports  (pp.  9421-22) j, 
A  motion  to  reconsider  the  vote  on  the  bill  was  tabled  (p.  9422). 


2,  WHEAT.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  7246,  to  revise  acreage  allotments  and  price 
supports  for  wheat,  pp.  9423-32 


4. 


re; 


:ur- 


3.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
tt,  R.  7500,  to  extend  the  mutual  security  program  (pp.  9422,  9438)  .  As 
ported  by  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  this  bill  includes  provisions 
follows:  Requires  that  at  least  $175,000,000  (same  amount  as  in  last  year's 
act)  of  mutual  security  funds  be  used  to  finance  the  sale  for  foreign 
rencies  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities.  Authorizes  $2, 300, 000 /{last 
year’s  appropriation  was  $2,100,000)  for  ocean  freight  to  move  supplies 

donated  to  and  by  American  voluntary  agencies.  Authorizes  the  President  to 
utilize  foreign  currencies  under  this  bill,  or  any  other  act,  for  science  and 
research,  including  the  translation  of  scientific  books  and  tx^atises.  Author 
izes  $211,000,000  for  technical  cooperation  programs.  /  /JP 

Regarding  the  use  of  private  trade  channels  in  the  export  and  sale  of  sur- * 
plus  commodities  for  foreign  currencies,  the  committee  report  includes  the 
following  statements! 

"This  committee  supports  the  objectives  of  avoiding  direct  State 
trading  in  these  transactions  and  of  keeping  the, commodities  in  private 
trade  channels  so  far  as  practicable.  However  ./it  wishes  to  emphasize 
that  economy  and  efficiency  are  to  be  careful)#  considered  in  determin- 


d  appear  that  where  a  trans¬ 
it  S.  Government,  the  ICA 
to  determine  whether  a  more 

ii 


ing  'practicability' . ’  In  particular,  it 
action  is  essentially  between  two  arms 
and  the  CCC,  a  careful  study  should  be  im 
advantageous  form  of  transfer  might  be 

PERSONNEL;  HOLIDAYS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  considera 
tion  of  H.  R.  5752,  to  provide  for  tip-off  for  Federal  employees  for  holidays 
occurring  on  Saturdays,  pp.  9422-3 
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5.  FORESTRY,  The  Interior  and  Insula*  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  3682,  to  permit  the  processing  of 
certain  applications  under  the'  Small  Tracts  Act  for  lands  included  in  the 
Caribous  and  Targhee  National  Forests,  p.  D460 


6.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  the  following  bills:  p.  D46C 


H.  R.  968,  with  amendment,  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  the  Bully 
Creek  Dam  and  other  facilities.  Vale  Federal  reclamationjproject ,  Ore. 

H.  R,  804,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  construction  of\£he  Spokane  Valley 
Federal  reclamation  project.  Wash,  and  Ida. 


7. 


EMPLOYMENT;  PRICES.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  t'h  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  6263,  to  amend  the  Employment  Act\>f  1946  so  as 
to  provide  for  its  more  effective  administration,  and  to  bring  to  bear  an  in¬ 
formed  public  opinion  upon  price  and  wage  increases  which  threaten  ehpnomic 
stability,  p.  D460 


8.  INFORMATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Education  and  Labor  Committee  voted 
:t  to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  2569  (amended  and  a  clean  bill  will  be 
iced) ,  to  establish  a  21-member  Federal  Advisory  Council  on  the  Arts,  p 


intro- 
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$o0\000;  an  extension  of  the  benefits  of 
treatment  as  pension  plan  reserves  to 
reserveis  held,  in  connection  with  em¬ 
ployee  annuities,  not  under  a  qualified 
plan,  whush  have  been  purchased  by  a 
tax-exempN  organization  described  in 
section  501  (OJ  (3),  such  as  a  school  or 
a  church;  anS  assurance  of  a  deduc¬ 
tion  for  interest  paid  to  special  con¬ 
tingency  reserves^  established  pursuant 
to  law  in  connection  with  the  Federal 
employees’  group  lire  insurance  plan. 

AMENDMENT  12 

This  is  another  malor  amendment 
that  can  be  explained  in\several  parts; 

(a)  The  amendment  rewrites  for  the 
phase  2  tax  base,  the  treatment  of  tax- 
exempt  interest  and  dividend^  received 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  revision  de¬ 
scribed  in  connection  with  amendment 
11. 

(b)  The  amendment  provides'\  an 
alternative  calculation  for  the  special 
deduction  for  nonparticipating  insi 
ance  business,  namely,  3  percent  oi 
premiums.  This  alternative  will  make 
the  deduction  more  realistic  for  certain 
companies,  such  as  those  selling  non- 
cancellable  accident  and  health  insur¬ 
ance,  that  have  substantial  insurance 
risk  which  is  not  adequately  measured 
by  the  size  of  life  insurance  reserves. 

(c)  This  amendment  also  provides  a 
limited  deduction  under  phase  2  of  the 
bill  for  distributions  in  1958  and  1959 
in  connection  with  plans  of  mutualiza¬ 
tion  adopted  prior  to  January  1,  1958. 
These  distributions  are  in  the  nature  of 
fixed  charges  against  the  insurance  com¬ 
pany  that  were  determined  prior  to  the 
imposition  of  a  total  income  tax  for 
these  years. 

(d)  Under  the  House  bill,  certain  de¬ 
ductions  were  allowed  for  purposes  of  the 
total  income  tax  base  in  phase  2,  but 
allowed  in  only  a  limited  way.  Specifi¬ 
cally  they  were  not  allowed  to  the  extent 
that  they  would  reduce  the  phase  2  tax 
base  below  the  taxable  investment  income 
determined  under  phase  1.  To  this  ex¬ 
tent,  the  phase  1  tax  was  intended  to  be 
preserved  as  a  minimum  tax.  The  de¬ 
ductions  that  were  limited  in  this  way 
were  the  deductions  for  policy  dividends 
on  participating  contracts,  the  specia] 
deduction  for  nonparticipating  busines 
and  the  special  deduction  for  group 
surance.  The  bill  as  agreed  to  bw  the 
conferees  provides  that  these  deductions 
may  be  taken  in  phase  2  even  whpre  they 
produce  a  negative  that  serves  zo  reduce 
the  tax  on  investment  income  provided 
that  this  reduction  of  the  .phase  1  tax 
may  not  exceed  $250,000/^ I  speak  for 
all  of  the  House  conferees  when  I  say 
that  our  acceptance  of  tons  provision  does 
not  imply  that  we  favor  any  general  per¬ 
mission  for  mutual  Companies  to  elimi¬ 
nate  their  tax  ba/e  by  increasing  the 
level  of  policy  dividends.  This  deduction 
up  to  $250,000  sve  consider  to  be  an  al¬ 
lowance  of  thp  special  problems  of  small 
insurance  companies,  both  stock  and 
mutual.  Any  dividends  permitted  under 
this  limited  ceiling  would  not  constitute 
a  compositive  problem. 


insurance  companies  show  a  loss  from 
operation  in  their  early  years  by  charg¬ 
ing  off  as  an  expense  in  those  years  many 
of  the  costs  associated  with  income  that 
will  be  received  in  later  years.  For  this 
reason  the  bill  permits  losses  arising  in 
thei  years  1955,  1956  and  1957  to  be  car¬ 
ried  over  and  applied  against  the  tax  base 
in  the  year  1958  and  later  years.  The 
losses  arising  in  these  years  would  be  off¬ 
set  against  any  gains  from  those  years 
before  being  carried  over.  This  will  be 
of  principal  benefit  to  new  businesses. 
Another  special  loss  provision  provides 
that  new  companies  may  have  an  8-year 
carryover  of  losses — rather  than  the 
usual  5 -year  carryover — with  respect  to 
losses  arising  in  the  first  5  years  of  their 
operation.  The  bill  as  passed  by  the 
Senate  would  have  provided  a  10 -year 
carryover  for  new  companies  but  was  re¬ 
duced  to  8  years  by  the  conferees.  The 
8 -year  carryover  figure  was  reached  by 
recognizing  that  a  new  company  does 
not  have  prior  earnings  experience  to 
take  advantage  of  the  3-year  carryback 


on  the  accumulated  untaxed  income  un¬ 
less  the  company  ceases  to  be  a  life  insur¬ 
ance  company  for  two  successive  years 
or  ceases  to  be  an  insurance  company  at 
all  for  1  year.  Thus  the  penalty .of  the 
phase  3  tax  on  the  entire  accumulation 
will  not  be  imposed  if  for  a  single  year  a 
company  fails  to  meet  the  definition  of  a 
life  insurance  company  and/s  treated  as 
a  casualty  insurance  company.  Appro¬ 
priate  safeguards  are  provided  to  prevent 
tax-free  distribution  of  Jifiis  accumulation 
while  a  company  is  r>6t  a  life  insurance 
Company  and  to  keep  the  statute  of 
limitations  open  a/  necessary  to  enforce 
the  provisions. 

AMEIpSMENTS  41  TO  44 

The  phase'  3  tax  provided  in  the 
House  bill  .-Would  ordinarily  come  into 
operation. -  when  the  accumulated  un¬ 
taxed  income  was  distributed  to  stock¬ 
holder#:  It  was  also  provided  that  this 
tax  would  also  come  into  operation  when 
these  accumulations  exceed  certain 
levels  indicating  that  they  were  too  large 
to  be  regarded  as  necessary  for  the  busi- 


ovided  for  ordinary  companies  and  ness.  These  amendments  generally  re- 


AMENDMENTS  20  AND  23 


n« 


th  of  these  amendments  are  con¬ 
ned  with  the  fact  that  typically  life 


th'hs  the  3  years  of  the  carryback  were' 
addh^l  to  the  5  years  of  the  carryover. 
A  company  is  not  regarded  as  new  if  it  is 
the  parent  or  the  subsidiary  of  another 

corporation.  / 

AMENDMENT  27  / 

This  amendment  provides  that  a  dis¬ 
tribution  redemption  of  certain  preferred 
stock  issued  before  January  1,  1958  will 
not  be  treated  as  a  distribution  to^which 
the  phase  3  tax  ajJplies. /Your  conferees 
believe  that  preferred  ytock  is  extremely 
rare  in  life  insurance  Company  financing 
and  thus  it  is  realistic  ta  assume  that  the 
preferred  stock  issues  to\yhich  this  pro¬ 
vision  would  apply  were  intended  to  be 
temporary  financing  arrangements  and 
their  redemption  could  be  treated  as  be¬ 
ing  in  the  nature  of  repayment^  a  loan. 

DMENTS  28,  29,  30,  AND  g4 

As  wa/ mentioned  earlier,  the  biff,  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  phase  3  tax  will  not  come 
into  operation  until  1959.  In  generalise 
phase  3  tax  is  not  supposed  to  apply 
any  distribution  of  profits  with  respect  to’ 
rnich  taxes  already  have  been  paid. 
'These  amendments  provide  that  a  com¬ 
pany  can  distribute  as  dividends  in  1959 
or  thereafter  any  retained  taxpaid  life 
insurance  company  taxable  income  for 
1958  before  the  distribution  is  regarded 
as  being  a  taxable  distribution  of  pre¬ 
viously  untaxed  income. 

_  AMENDMENT  35 

This  amendment  strengthens  the 
House  bill  by  requiring  life  insurance 
companies  to  add  to  the  policyholder  sur¬ 
plus  account  the  special  deductions  al¬ 
lowed  for  nonparticipating  business  and 
for  group  insurance.  The  effect  of  this 
is  to  impose  the  phase  3  tax  if  the 
amounts  accumulated  under  these  spe¬ 
cial  deductions  are  distributed  to  stock¬ 
holders  instead  of  being  held  to  meet  con¬ 
tingencies  within  the  companies. 

AMENDMENTS  38,  39,  40,  AND  58 

Under  the  House  bill  the  phase  3  tax 
was  imposed  on  the  accumulated  untaxed 
income  whenever  a  company  ceased  to 
be  a  life  insurance  company.  Under  the 
amendment  the  phase  3  tax  does  not  fall 


duce  the  levels  provided  under  the  House 
bill.  The  alternative  of  25  percent  of 
life  insurance  reserves  is  reduced  to  15 
percent.  The  alternative  of  60  percent 
of  premiums  is  reduced  to  50  percent 
a  a  third  alternative  was  introduced, 
which  is  25  percent  of  the  reserves  ac¬ 
cumulated  after  the  end  of  1958. 

AMENDMENTS  49  AND  50 

These  are  essentially  technical  amend¬ 
ments  designed  to  carry  out  more  uni¬ 
formly  the  decision  of  the  House  bill  to 
impose  no  tax  on  gains  arising  from  sales 
prior  to  December  31,  1958,  and  to  per¬ 
mit,  in  computing  capital  gains  taxes, 
the  use  of  the  December  31,  1958,  value 
of  the  property  as  the  basis. 

AMENDMENT  50  1/2 

This  amendment  treats  as  capital 
transactions  certain  reinsurance  opera¬ 
tions  occurring  in  1958  in  which  a  life 
insurance  company  reinsured  all  of  its 
insurance  contracts  of  a  particular  type. 
These  transactions  were  entered  into  at 
time  when  the  companies  were  not 
ware  of  the  tax  consequences  under  this 
biX-  Their  treatment  as  the  sale  of  a 
capital  asset  will  accomplish  the  reason¬ 
able  result  that  the  proceeds  of  these 
reinsurances  will  not  be  taxable  income 
in  1958A.lt  is  made  clear  in  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  tha&\  the  technique  of  treating 
these  transactions  as  sales  of  capital 
assets  is  not  ro  give  rise  to  any  infer¬ 
ence  as  to  theN.  appropriate  treatment 
of  similar  transactions  occurring  after 
1958. 

AMENDMENT  51 

This  amendment  provides  that  com¬ 
panies  which  choose  to  use  the  approxi¬ 
mate  method  for  revaluing  preliminary 
term  reserves  for  1958  wilDfaa-ve  a  fresh 
opportunity  to  choose  between  the  ap¬ 
proximate  and  the  exact  revaluation 
methods  for  1959  and  will  onrV  there¬ 
after  be  held  to  a  consistent  use>of  one 
method  or  the  other.  This  is  necessary 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  many  companies 
will  not  be  able  to  test  the  desirability \f  * 
the  exact  revaluation  method  in  the 
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short  time  available  for  filing  returns  on 
1958  income. 

AMENDMENTS  52  AND  53 

The  House'bill  required  life  insurance 
companies  to  s\ift  from  a  cash  to  an  ac¬ 
crual  method  df  reporting  investment 
income  items.  It  also  required  that  in¬ 
vestment  income  which  would  otherwise 
have  been  omitted  as  a  result  of  that 
change — that  accrued  but  not  received 
on  December  31,  1957-vwould  be  taxed 
in  a  special  way.  The  cbmpanies  would 
compute  a  tax  as  if  one-tenth  of  this 
amount  had  been  added  to  their  1957  in¬ 
come  and  the  resulting  increase  in  the 
1957  tax  would  be  paid  annually  in  the 
10  years  beginning  with  I960,  The 
amendment  provides,  in  effect,  tl^at  in 
this  recomputation  for  1957  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  two  special  features  of  the  1957 
law  that  might  change  the  effective  tax 
rate  will  be  ignored.  The  effect  of  this. 


At  the  outset  of  my  remarks  I  would 
express  the  view  that  the  conference  re¬ 
port  presents  to  the  House  an  improved 
version  of  the  bill  that  was  considered 
and  passed  by  the  House  last  February. 
While  this  legislation  represents  the  dili¬ 
gent  efforts' of  the  entire  membership  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  as 
well  as  the  endeavors  of  many  distin¬ 
guished  Members  of  the  other  body,  I 
would  particularly  commend  my  commit¬ 
tee  chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas,  at  this  time.  I  believe  it  fair  to 
say  that  no  other  one  individual  brought 
more  diligent  or  more  able  endeavor  to 
the  task  of  developing  this  permanent 
formula  for  life  insurance  company  in¬ 
come  taxation  than  has  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills]-. 

The  esteemed  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  already  presented  to  you  an  able 
technical  discussion  of  the  provisions 


I  understand  that  the  purpose  of  sec-/ 
tions  804(a)  (5)  and  809(b)  (6) ,  added 
the  Senate,  is  to  insure  that  other  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  bill  do  not  impose  a  tax  on 
tax-exempt  interest  and  do  not  disallow 
the  corporate  dividends  received/oeduc- 
tion.  I  further  understand  in/this  re¬ 
spect  that  the  pending  bill  differs  from 
H.R.  4245  as  passed  by  the/House  and 
also  differs  from  previous .Revenue  Acts 
applicable  to  life  insurance  companies 
enacted  since  1942. 

The  reason  for  this  ififf erent  approach 
in  the  pending  bill  is/chat  prior  laws  tax¬ 
ing  life  insurance/companies  were  pri¬ 


marily  an  excise 
insurance  compa 


is  that  almost  uniformly  the  additional  •  H^t  have  been  changed  in  the  legisla¬ 
tive  process  subsequent  to  the  passage  of 
H.R.  4245  by, the  House.  Therefore,  I 
will  not  undertake  to  give  a  detailed  ac¬ 
count  of  those- changes.  I  will  express 
approval  of  the  fact  that  the  bill  in  its, 
final  form  will  impose^a  somewhat  les 
harsh  tax  burden  on  the  insurance  for 
of  savings  than  would  have  been 
posed  under  the  original  House  bill.  It 
is  my  conviction  that  the  tax  foramla  in 
its  present  form  is  equitably  related  to 
the  abiity  of  tnh  industry  to  pay  tax  and 
in  addition  fairly  apportions  the  total 
burden  among  the-.compethig  companies 
within  the  industry*  As/we  gain  expe¬ 
rience  with  this  formula  the  Congress 
can  in  its  wisdom  und/tak  to  make  ad¬ 
justments  that  seem/ warranted  in  the 
light  of  that  experience. 

As  was  true  with  respectHo  the  House 


tax  under  the  computation  will  be  at  the 
rate  of  7.8  percent  of  the  investment 
income  involved. 

AMENDMENT  55 

The  House  bill  contained  special  pro¬ 
visions  relating  to  the  application  of  the 
tax  to  Canadian  and  other  foreign  stock 
life  insurance  companies  doing  business 
in  the  United  States.  The  amendment 
preserves  the  general  intention  of  the 
House  provision  by  making  allocations 
between  United  States  business  and  other 
business  of  these  companies.  The 
amendment  avoids  using  an  allocation 
ratio  that  would  require  the  valuation  of 
assets  of  the  companies  held  outside  of 
the  United  States.  This  is  done  by  ex¬ 
pressing  the  ratio  in  terms  of  the  com¬ 
pany’s  liabilities  rather  than  its  assets. - 

AMENDMENT  5  6 

This  is  primarily  a  technical  amend¬ 
ment  clarifying  the  application  of  the 
bill  to  a  life  insurance  arrangement 
called  modified  coinsurance.  -Essentially 
the  amendment  is  designed  to  insure 
proper  recognition  of  income,  deduction, 
asset  and  reserve  items  between  the  re¬ 
insuring  company  and  the  reinsured 
company. 

AMENDMENT  60 

This  is  a  necessary  amendment  deal-/ 
ing  with  the  filing  dates  for  the  returi 
on  1958  income.  The  House  bill  had/fio 
provision  in  this  area  other  than/ the 
elimination  of  any  penalty  under  the 
estimated  tax  for  payments  thac  would 
have  been  due  on  their  1958  incomes  in 
September  and  December  of  J958.  Un¬ 
der  the  amendment  the  195/  return  will 
not  be  due  until  September  15  and  in¬ 
terest  will  start  to  run  from  that  date. 
Of  course,  under  the  general  provisions 
of  corporate  tax  law,  tne  companies  can 
take  an  automatic  90 -day  extension  of 
the  time  for  filing  so  that  in  practice  the 
companies  will  lufve  nearly  6  months  in 
which  to  commrte  their  first  tax  return 
under  the  new/bill. 

Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I/have  joined  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  aj/d  Means  in  urging  the  House  to 
adopt/the  conference  report  on  H.R. 

4  '45/relating  to  the  income  taxation  of 
lifennsurance  companies. 


bill  insurance 
on  investment 


impames  wfil  be  taxed 
’income,  on  underwriting 


gains,  and  oia  gains  from  dispositions  of 
capital  assets.  The  bill  containsyprovi- 
sions  whi/h  will  ameliorate  the  impact 
of  the  tax  burden  on  certain  types  of 
companies  during  a  transitional  per! 
necessary  because  of  the  change  in  t/ 
forjnula.  The  treatment  of  tax-exempt 
ir>terest  under  the  conference  version  of 
ie  bill  will  make  it  more  clear  that  such 
’exempt  income  is  not  to  be  subject  to 
tax.  Under  this  tax  formula  new  com¬ 
panies  will  find  it  possible  to  enter  the 
industry  and  assure  a  continuation  of  a 
high  degree  of  competition  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  and  security  of  our  citizens. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  already  com¬ 
mended  the  committee  chairman  and  my 
many  committee  colleagues  for  the  work 
they  have  done  on  this  legislation.  I 
would  also  express  what  I  am  sure  is 
the  unanimous  appreciation  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  the  work  that  has  been  done  by 
the  staffs  of  the  Treasury,  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Internal  Revenue  Taxation, 
the  House  legislative  counsel,  and  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  I  have 
urged  my  colleagues  in  the  House  to 
approve  this  meritorious  conference  re¬ 
port  on  H.R.  4245. 

Mr.  IKARD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  make  an  inquiry  of  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  in 
regard  to  certain  provisions  in  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  H.R.  4245. 


Lx  on  only  part  of  a  life 
ly’s  income  whereas  the 
pending  bill  is/an  income  tax  on  all  of  a 
company’s  income.  However,  because  of 
the  method/of  determining  an  insurance 
company!/ income  under  this  bill  the  ap¬ 
plication/  of  sections  804(a)  (5)  and 
809(b)/(6)  is  to  be  a  matter  of  proof  in 
each/ase. 

fr.  Speaker,  is  my  understanding 
cpfrect? 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  pending  bill  clarified 
the  language  of  the  House  bill  to  make 
it  definite  that  we  do  not  intend  to  tax 
the  interest  on  tax-exempt  securities.  It 
provides  that  if  it  is  established  in  any 
case  that  any  provision  of  the  bill  results 
in  levying  a  tax  on  tax-exempt  securities 
such  provision  shall  be  adjusted  so  that 
it  does  not  do  so.  This  is  a  different  ap¬ 
proach  from  previous  revenue  acts 
passed  since  1942  as  the  old  laws  were 
based  upon  the  experience  of  the  indus¬ 
try  as  a  whole  rather  than  on  the  experi¬ 
ence  of  each  individual  company. 

CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  LEVERING.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  35,  on  April  30,  I  am  not  re¬ 
corded.  I  was  present  a!nd  answered  to 
my  name.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  permanent  Record  and  the  Journal 
be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


TOBACCO  PRICE  SUPPORT 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  1901)  to^mend 
section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  and  the  act  of  July  28,  1945,  to 
stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  support 
for  tobacco. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  the  bill  S.  1901, 
with  Mr.  Delaney  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  there  were  pend¬ 
ing  the  amendments  of  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hceven],  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  Clerk  will  report  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Hoeven:  Page 
1,  line  9,  after  the  words  “and  cents  for”. 
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strike  out  "each  subsequent  crop’’  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “the  1959,  1960,  and  1961 
crops.” 

Page  2,  line  2,  after  the  word  “crop”,  strike 
out  the  rest  of  line  2  and  strike  out  lines  3 
through  22  and  insert  a  period  after  the 
word  “crop.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven]. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  simply  calls  a  spade  a  spade 
and  brings  the  entire  matter  into  the 
open.  Instead  of  hanging  on  to  the  gim¬ 
mick  or  gadget  basing  price  supports  on 
either  the  old  or  the  new  parity,  which¬ 
ever  is  the  lower,  my  amendment  would 
freeze  supports  at  the  1958  dollars  and 
cents  level  for  a  period  of  3  years.  This 
would  mean  54.6  per  pound  for  Flue- 
cured  tobacco  and  55.4  cents  per  pound 
for  burley  tobacco,  both  of  which  fig¬ 
ures  are  related  and  based  on  90  percent 
of  the  new  parity  formula. 

The  general  import  of  S.  1901  is  to 
lower  price  supports  for  most  kinds  of 
tobacco.  The  bill  for  all  practical  pur¬ 
poses  freezes  the  price  supports  for  to¬ 
bacco  at  the  1958  dollars  and  cents  level 
until  either  90  percent  of  modernized 
parity  falls  below  the  1958  level,  or  until 
90  percent  of  old  parity  reaches  the  1958 
level.  Thereafter,  price  supports  would 
be  based  on  whichever  formula  is  the 
lower. 

It  is  estimated  that  this  freeze  will 
exist  for  about  5  years,  thus  holding  the 
level  unchanged  for  that  period.  This 
freeze,  of  course,  is  determined  to  stop 
a  steady  climb  in  the  dollar  value  of  the 
tobacco  price  supports  which  has  led  to 
a  corresponding  drop  in  exports. 

The  bill  as  presented  sets  a  bad  prece¬ 
dent  in  allowing  tobacco  supports  to  be 
calculated  on  old  parity.  A  few  years 
ago  many  wheat  groups  sought  to  re¬ 
turn  to  old  parity  calculations  for  price 
supports,  but  Congress  denied  their  re¬ 
quest.  Old  parity  for  corn  is  22  cents 
per  bushel  higher  than  new  parity. 
“What  is  sauce  for  the  goose  should  also 
be  sauce  for  the  gander.”  _ 

If  tobacco  is  going  to  be  given  prefer¬ 
ential  treatment  in  this  regard,  why 
should  not  the  same  dual  parity  “gim¬ 
mick”  be  afforded  all  other  commodities? 
The  legislation,  therefore,  is  discrimina¬ 
tory  in  favor  of  the  tobacco  farm'er. 
There  is  no  sound  reason  to  allow  tobacco 
a  special  privilege  of  basing  supports  on 
old  parity  while  denying  it  to  other  com¬ 
modities. 

The  proponents  of  S.  1901  want  the 
freeze  at  1958  levels  but  also  want  to 
hand  on  to  the  90  percent  old  parity 
formula  for  about  5  years  simply  as  a 
face-saving  proposition.  This  clever 
maneuvering  will  only  result  in  fooling 
the  tobacco  farmers.  Why  not  come  into 
the  open,  get  away  from  all  this  sub¬ 
terfuge  and  let  the  tobacco  farmer  know 
that  during  the  next  3  years  they  are 
going  to  have  their  price  supports  at 
1958  levels  without  any  “gimmicks”  or 
gadgets  attached?  They  want  to  be  pro¬ 
tected  at  the  1958  price  levels  and  my 
amendment  will  give  them  exactly  what 
they  want. 

The  argument  that  a  3-year  freeze 
will  disrupt  the  buying  habits  of  large 
purchasers  and  thus  cause  instability 


and  confusion  does  not  hold  water. 
The  shrewd  and  experienced  buyers  in 
the  tobacco  industry  know  very  well  how 
S.  1901  will  work.  They  know  it  merely 
amounts  to  a  freeze  for  an  indefinite 
period  of  time.  A  definite  3-year  freeze 
would  cause  no  uncertainty;  it  would 
protect  the  value  of  current  inventories 
and  investments,  it  would  suspend  the 
action  of  the  haywire  tobacco  parity  for¬ 
mula,  and  it  would  prevent  another  acre¬ 
age  reduction. 

My  amendment  should  be  supported  if 
the  tobacco  industry  actually  wants  leg¬ 
islation  which  can  be  enacted  into  law. 
The  amendment  has  the  full  approval 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  I 
urge  that  the  amendment  be  adopted. 

[Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee  addressed  the 
Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mi’. 
Chairman,  a  point  of  order.  I  demand 
that  those  words  be  taken  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  words  objected  to. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  minority  leader  suggests 
that  I  was  a  little — he  did  not  use  that 
word,  but  I  gather — impetuous,  so  I  with¬ 
draw  the  request.  » 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  will  bear  with 
me  for  just  a  few  moments,  I  would  like 
to  point  out  the  difference  between  the 
effect  of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
committee  and  the  effect  of  the  Hoeven 
amendment  if  it  should  be  adopted. 

'  First  I  want  to  say  that  we  have  not 
asked  for  special  treatment.  We  have 
come  before  this  Congress  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  bill  and  asked  you  to  give  us  the 
lower  of  support  prices  computed  on  the 
basis  of  either  the  new  or  old  parity.  If 
the  time  ever  comes  that  support  prices 
computed  at  new  parity  is  lower  than 
the  old  we  want  the  new;  if  on  the 
other  hand  the  old  parity  is  lower  than 
the  new  we  want  the  old. 

If  there  is  any  other  agricultural 
commodity  in  this  country  that  wants 
the  lower  of  the  two  price  parities  we  in 
tobacco  certainly  are  willing  that  they 
should  do  so. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Will  the  gentleman 
explain  to  the  House  why  tobacco  is  in 
the  situation  it  is  in  at  the  moment,  how 
it  happens  it  is  in  a  unique  position  in 
regard  to  price  supports? 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  will  if  I  have  time.  I 
would  like  to  analyze  the  bill  and  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  first  place  the 
amendment  will  not  accomplish  what 
should  be  done.  It  would  merely  freeze 
the  price  of.  tobacco  for  3  years  and  at 
the  end  of  that  3 -year  period  let  me  show 
you  on  this  chart  what  would  happen. 

Here  is  the  1958  level.  Under  the  bill 
that  we  propose  we  would  freeze  the  sup¬ 
port  price  of  tobacco  at  this  level  until 
the  support  price  computed  on  basis  of 
old  parity  would  equal  it.  Thereafter  the 
-  support  price  would  be  computed  on 


basis  of  old  or  new  parity,  and  estab¬ 
lished  at  the  lower  of  the  two  figures. 

Under  the  Hoeven  amendment  tobac¬ 
co  would  be  held  at  1958  levels  for  3 
years.  At  the  end  of  the  third  year  the 
price  would  jump  sharply  to  the  point 
that  the  price  of  tobacco  would  increase 
10  or  11  cents.  BUt  if  the  committee’s 
bill  is  in  effect  it  will  continue  prices  at 
this  level  with  gradual  increases  or  de¬ 
creases  according  to  whether  the  cost 
of  living  goes  up  or  down. 

There  are  other  reasons  why  the 
Hoeven  amendment  will  not  work  satis¬ 
factorily.  In  the  event  of  serious  de¬ 
pression  in  the  next  3  fears  and  it 
should  become  necessary  or  advisable 
for  the  price  of  tobacco  to  go  down,  the 
Hoeven  amendment  would  prevent  it 
from  going  down;  whereas,  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  bill  would  permit  tobacco  prices  to 
go  down  with  the  cost  of  living.  In  the 
event  of  serious  inflation  and  the  old 
parity  should  climb  above  the  1958  level, 
the  bill  as  presented  by  the  committee 
would  provide  it  would  increase  with  the 
cost  of  living,  whereas  the  Hoeven 
amendment  would  keep  it  stymied. 

Our  problem  is  not  the  90  percent  sup¬ 
port  program.  That  has  given  us  no 
trouble.  It  is  not  supply  and  demand. 
We  have  kept  supply  and  demand  in 
line.  Our  trouble  is  that  the  formula 
for  new  parity  has  clearly  demonstrated 
that  unless  all  crops  either  go  down  or 
all  crops  go  up,  it  will  not  work  satis¬ 
factorily.  When  all  the  other  commodi- 
tiesyraised  on  the  farm  are  on  the  down 
grade  and  tobacco  is  being  held  up  high, 
because  we  have  kept  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  in  line,  a  distorted  picture  appears 
in  this  new  formula  which  forces  the 
tobacco  prices  much  higher  than  they 
ought  to  go.  For  instance,  in  the  last 
year  the  support  price  of  tobacco  went 
up  7.5  percent,  whereas  the  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  went  up  2  percent.  It  was  never  the 
intention  of  the  Congress  to  raise  the 
floor  more  than  the  cost  of  living.  We 
have  told  of  something  that  will  not 
work.  We  are  not  asking  the  taxpayers 
to  take  anything,  out  of  their  pockets. 
We  are  asking  you  to  permit  us  to  use 
less  of  your  money  in  support  of  our 
crop. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  ^he  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  has  expired. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  be  permitted  to  proceed  for  2  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Utah? 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject,  and  I  shall  object  to  all  requests  of 
gentlemen  to  extend  their  time. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  several  questions.  First, 
may  I  say  that  I  admire  the  realistic 
position  of  the  tobacco  people.  They 
plead  that  high  supports  are  pricing 
them  out  of  the  market.  That  is  exactly 
what  we  say  for  all  crops.  That  is  why 
I  admire  their  realism. 

But  is -not  the  Hoeven  amendment  a 
holding  provision  ,un til  you  can  develop 
some  better  legislation? 
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Mr.  WATTS.  Well,  it  is  holding,  yes, 
provided  we  do  develop  some  better  legis¬ 
lation,  but  the  committee  bill  is  also  a 
holding  provision  which  will  function 
even  if  we  do  not  develop  any  new  legis¬ 
lation.  That  is  where  I  fall  out  with  the 
Hoeven  amendment. 

Mi*.  DIXON.  Even  with  the  committee 
bill  you  would  like  to  develop  that? 

Mr.  WATTS.  Any  time  we  can  de¬ 
velop  anything  better  we  will  do  it. 

Another  thing  I  do  not  like  about  the 
Hoeven  amendment  is  this. 

You  know,  we  are  subject  to  selling 
our  tobacco  to  about  9  or  10  large  tobac¬ 
co  companies.  Since  this  legislation  has 
been  pending,  with  the  exception  of  the 
very  most  necessary  sales,  the  sales  of 
stocks  of  tobacco  have  been  stymied 
awaiting  the  outcome  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  am  fearful  if  we  put  a  freeze 
on  and  be  forced  into  the  position  of 
enacting  new  legislation,  whether  we 
need  it  or  not,  that  the  companies  that 
have  now  on  hand  3  or  4  years  of  supply 
will  fail  to  buy  tobacco,  and  you  will  not 
only  freeze  the  price  but  you  will  freeze 
the  sales,  because  they  will  wait  us  out, 
and  the  tobacco  will  go  into  Government 
hands. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Would  this  not  estab¬ 
lish  a  precedent?  Rice  could  use  the  old 
formula  and  have  a  lower  support  price, 
and  possibly  cotton.  Are  you  not  estab¬ 
lishing  a  precedent  here?  -Should  not 
all  crops  be  treated  alike? 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  would  be  perfectly 
willing  to  establish  a  precedent  any  day 
of  the  week  any  time  any  bunch  of 
fanners  come  in  and  say,  “Let  us  take 
a  little  less  out  of  the  Treasury.  Let  us 
support  our  crops  a  little  bit  lower.” 

Mr.  DIXON.  Suppose  they  want  no 
change,  because  they  have  the  privilege 
of  either  formula  under  this  bill. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Our  bill  ties  us  to  the 
low.  We  tire  asking  for  less;  not  more. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  am  afraid  you  are 
establishing  a  precedent  that  the  other 
crops  are  going  to  ask  for. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Any  time  the  other 
crops  want  to  lower  their  support  price 
and  want  to  get  a  lower  basis  of  support, 
I  am  sure  this  Congress  will  be  glad  to 
accommodate  them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Utah  has  expired. 

(Mr.  JENJJINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  directing  my  re¬ 
marks  to  the  amendment,  I  think  we 
should  review  the  need  for  this  bill. 

First  of  all,  as  has  been  ably  pointed 
out,  we  are  losing  some  of  our.  export 
markets.  We  are  also  losing  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  gain  additional  export  markets 
because  of  the  price  situation.  If  this 
legislation  is  not  adopted,  we  are  actu¬ 
ally  encouraging  foreign  producers  to 
produce  tobacco  that  should  be  supplied 
by  our  own  American  farmers. 

Now,  I  pointed  out  yesterday  that 
practically  every  segment  of  the  tobacco 
industry  is  backing  this  legislation.  All 
the  industry  members  from  the  tobacco- 
producing  States,  including  ..the  farm 
bureaus— that  is,  the  State  farm  bu¬ 


reaus  and  not  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau — are  for  this  legislation  as  are  prac¬ 
tically  all  other  agricultural  organiza¬ 
tions. 

This  bill  will  actually  help  the  farmer, 
because  it  will  permit  him  to  recapture 
some  of  the  markets  that  have  been  lost 
and  permit  him  to  participate  in  the 
expansion  of  future  markets  and  take 
advantage  of  the  increased  consumption 
of  tobacco  throughout  the  world. 

The  cost  of  this  program  was  brought 
up  yesterday.  I  want  to  read  from  a 
letter  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  sent 
to  the  Chairman  of  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee.  He  says : 

This  proposal  is  superior  to  the  present 
legislation  in  that  it  prevents  further  price 
support  increases  for  some  time. 

H.R.  5058  is  a  bill  almost  identical  to 
the  one  we  are  now  considering  with  the 
exception  of  an  amendment  offered,  by 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  to  include 
the  Maryland  type  of  tobacco.  Let  me 
say  in  that  respect — and  please  give  me 
your  attention  on  the  left  side  of  the 
aisle  over  here — that  this  is  not  the 
Jennings  bill  that  is  being  considered 
here  today.  This  is  the  Cooper-Jordan 
bill  sponsored  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Kentucky  and  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  Senator  Cooper'  and  Senator  Jor¬ 
dan,1  who  are  very  much  interested  in  the 
tobacco  program  and  in  tobacco  farm¬ 
ing.  Let  me  again  refer  to  what  the 
Secretary  said  in  his  comments  on  the 
bill: 

H.R.  5058  would  have,  the  tendency  to 
lower  the  amount  of  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  funds  which  would  otherwise  be 
invested  in  the  tobacco  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  It  would  effect  no  change  in  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses. 

In  other  words,  by  his  own  letter,  the 
'Secretary  says  this  bill  will  reduce  the 
cost  of  the  program. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  would  remind  the 
gentleman  that  we  are  considering  S. 
1901  and  not  H.R.  5058,  which  is  a  dif¬ 
ferent  bill.  I  would  ask  the  gentleman 
just  what  the  difference  is  between  H.R. 
5058  andS.  1901. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Well,  there  is  very 
little  difference,  as  I  pointed  out,  ex¬ 
cept  that  an  amendment  was  offered  in 
the  Senate  by  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  which  brought  in  Maryland  to¬ 
bacco.  They  are  both  good  bills. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thought  the  gentle¬ 
man  was  making  the  point  that  that  bill 
was  sponsored  by  a  very  distinguished 
gentleman  in  the  other  body,  a  member 
of  the  Republican  Party. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  This  is  bipartisan 
legislation.  It  'is  good  legislation,  and 
that  is  the  basis  on  which  it  should  be 
considered,  on  its  merits. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  further  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  said  in  effect 
that  the  bill  did  not  go  far  enough  and 
was  inadequate  because  it  did  not  go  far 
enough,  but  indicated  that  it  was  defi¬ 
nitely  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 


Mr.  JENNINGS.  The  Chairman  is  ex¬ 
actly  correct  in  his  remarks. 

Let  me  say  further  as  to  the  effects  of 
this  amendment:  The  gentleman  said 
that  the  amendment  would,  for  all  in¬ 
tents  and  purposes,  do  wha^  the  bill 
would  do  for  3  years.  That  statement  is 
somewhat  correct,  except  that  under  the 
provisions  of  this  bill,  if  the  prices  which 
the  farmer  has  to  pay  go  down,  that  is, 
the  price  of  his  tractors  and  insecticides 
and  fertilizer  and  so  forth — if  that  should 
go  down,  if  the  bottom  should  drop  out  of 
prices,  under  the  bill  the  price  support 
level  of  tobacco  would  go  down.  Under 
(  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  the  price  support 
level  could  not  go  down  because  it  would 
be  frozen.  It  would  be  disastrous,  just  as 
the  present  situation  is  disastrous,  be¬ 
cause  it  would  deny  us  the  market. 

I  urge  the  defeat  of  this  amendment 
in  the  interest  of  stabilizing  the  support 
price  of  tobacco,  which  is  in  the  interest 
of  our  farmers.  The  defeat  of  this 
amendment  will  help  keep  supply  in  line 
with  demand  and  prevent  further  cuts  in 
acreage  allotments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  open 
my  remarks  by  stating  to  the  Members 
that  I  do  not  have  a  single  stalk  of  to¬ 
bacco  in  my  district.  My  only  interest  in 
this  bill  is  to  assist  an  industry  in  the 
adoption  of  legislation  which  I  think  is 
sound  and  which  I  think  the  industry 
needs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hesitate  to  say  this;  I 
am  a  little  bit  surprised  at  the  opposition 
to  this  bill.  I  do  not  want  to  make  any 
false  charges.  I  know  in  times  past  I 
have,  made  some  pretty  harsh  statements 
in  the  well  of  this  House  regarding  the 
attitude  of  Ezra  Taft  Benson  and  his 
supporters  on  agricutlural  legislation.  I 
have  been  trying  to  be  a  little  temperate 
and  understanding  for  the  last  few  years, 
but  their  opposition  to  this  bill  just  for 
the  sake  of  being  obstructionists  is  get¬ 
ting  under  the  skin  of  some  of  us.  I  can¬ 
not  help  but  feel  that  the  opposition  ls 
offered  just  for  the  purpose  of  being  con¬ 
sistent  in  opposing  everything  except 
those  things  which  are  conceived  in  the 
mind  of  Ezra  Benson. 

Ezra  Taft  Benson  is  for  lower  price 
supports.  My  friends  to  my  left  and 
some  of  those  to  my  right  have  support¬ 
ed  the  Secretary  in  that  view.  The 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
which  is  the  echo  of  Ezra  Benson,  is  fol¬ 
lower  price  supports,  and  it  has  support¬ 
ed  the  Secretary  in  that  view.  The  to¬ 
bacco  industry  and  the  tobacco  farmers 
of  America,  most  of  whom  happen  to  be 
located  in  Democratic  districts,  have 
come  to  this  Congress  with  a  piece  of 
legislation  saying,  “We  are  asking  the 
Congress  to  permit  us  to  pass  a  bill  wRich 
will  reduce  price  supports.”  The  posi¬ 
tion  of  these  farmers  is  in  keeping  with 
and  in  the  direction  of  the  Benson  and 
the  Farm  Bureau  philosophy.  Then  why 
do  they  oppose  it?  Their  opposition  is 
a  mystery  to  everyone. 

When  this  matter  was  finally  voted  on 
in  our  committee  there  was  only  one  au- 
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dible  “no”  against  it,  only  one.  They 
know  that.  But  since  that  hour  some¬ 
thing  has  happened,  for  some  reason  or 
for  some  particular  purpose,  and  I  am 
unable  to  understand  what  it  is;  some¬ 
body  trumped  up  some  very  peculiar,  un¬ 
stable,  and  unsound  reasons  against  this 
legislation.  They  have  neither  merit  nor 
reason.  They  are  the  handiwork  of  ob¬ 
structionists. 

-  This  is  a  consumer  bill.  This  is  a 
bill  which  is  designed  to  reduce  the 
price  of  tobacco  to  those  who  consume 
it.  Further  it  is  designed  to  increase 
the  markets  of  our  farmers  abroad. 
Its  objectives  are  good.  Even  Ezra  Ben¬ 
son  in  his  report  on  the  bill  admits  these 
things.  But  he  objects  to  it  and  offers 
nothing  as  a  substitute. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
every  single  witness  who  appeared  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  opposed  the  proposi¬ 
tion  that  is  now  before  the  House,  to 
wit:  the  freezing  of  prices? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  That  is  right;  not 
only  did  every  witness  oppose  the  prop¬ 
osition — the  Hoeven  amendment — that 
is  now  submitted  to  the  House,  but  the 
people  who  propose  this  proposition 
also  opposed  an  identical  freeze  bill  of 
last  year.  How  inconsistent  can  one  be? 

Ah,  do  you  not  remember  last  year 
when  we  had  the  freeze  bill  before  the 
Congress?  Do  you  not  remember  last 
year  when  we  had  a  bill  here  which 
would  freeze  and  stabilize  prices  and 
acreage,  not  for  3  years  as  my  friend 
from  Iowa  has  proposed,  but  just  for  1 
year,  my  friends — the  Republicans — on 
the  left  came  into  the  well  of  this  House 
and  opposed  it.  They  told  us  that  the 
President  would  veto  it.  And  he  did. 
Yet  they  are  back  here  today,  15  months 
later,  proposing  what?  Proposing  that 
which  they  opposed  last  year,  and  which 
they  succeeded  in  defeating  by  Presi¬ 
dential  veto. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hold  in  my  hand  a 
telegram  from  Charles  Schuman,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  un¬ 
der  date  of  March  19,  1958  and  what  did 
Charles — Mr.  Benson’s  echo — have  to 
say  then?  He  said,  “We  of  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  oppose  rigidly  fixing  price  supports 
and  acreage  allotment.”  He  said  such 
“is  against  the  long-time  interest  of 
farmers  and  should  not  be  approved.” 
Chaz’les — Ezra’s  echo — was  then  oppos¬ 
ing  a  1-year  freeze  as  was  Ezra  Ben¬ 
son.  As  always  they  are  in  the  same 
corner  and  if  one  is  occasionally  incon¬ 
sistent  then  so  is  the  other.  > 

On  yesterday  I  received  a  telegram 
from'  that  same  Mr.  Charlie  Schuman, 
and  what  did  he  say  yesterday?  Oh,  he 
like  Ezra  Benson  has  reversed  himself 
from  his  position  of  last  year  of  being 
against  a  freeze.  Now  he  is  for  it  not 
for  1  year  but  for  3 — 3  long  years. 
Now  he  says  “Farm  Bui'eau  recommends 
temporarily  freezing  price  supports  (on 
tobacco)  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  3 
years.”  And  so  he  urges  us  to  vote 
for  the  Hoeven  amendment;  which  will 
do  what?  Which  will  put  the  tobacco 
farmers’  price  support  in  a  freeze  for 
three  times  the  length  of  that^syhich 


he  opposed  last  year.  And  yet  he,  Mr. 
Charles  Schuman,  draws  about  $25,000 
a  year  for  this  inconsistent  sort  of  lead¬ 
ership  of  Farm  Bureau. 

Let  it  be  said  that  every  tobacco  fann¬ 
er  whom  we  have  heard  from  wants 
this  bill.  Every  warehouseman  wants 
this  bill.  Exery  tobacco  organization 
wants  this  bill.  And  every  State  farm 
bureau  heard  from  (and  most  of  them 
have  testified)  wants  this  bill,  their  na¬ 
tional  president,  Mr.  Charles  Schuman 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

This,  my  friends,  will  give  you  some 
little  idea  of  just  how  inconsistent  the 
oposition  has  been  in  fighting  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  would  like  to  ask  my 
colleague  this  question.  The  gentleman 
is  talking  about  the  freeze  bill  of  last 
year. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Yes;  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  opposed  it;  did  he  not? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  No;  he  did  not. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Yes;  the  gentle¬ 
man  did.  Does  the  gentleman  say  he  did 
not? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman’s  rec¬ 
ollection  is  incorrect.  The  gentleman 
from  Iowa  voted  for  the  freeze  bill. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Oh,  you  did? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Yes;  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Abernethy  1 
did  the  same. 

Mf .  ABERNETHY.  I  am  glad  to  know 
the  gentleman  was  for  the  freeze  bill. 
But  I  do  know  the  gentleman’s  adminis¬ 
tration  and  Mr.  Benson  opposed  it,  and 
you  are  taking  that  position  now. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman  from 
Iowa  is  not  the  administration. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  No;  he  is  not,  but 
he  is  its  leader  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  matters  pertaining  to  agri¬ 
culture,  and  he  is  at  this  time  endeavor¬ 
ing  to  lead  in  the  direction  which  the 
administration  desires  to  go. 

Now,  this  is  a  simple  matter.  Every¬ 
one  supports  this  bill  who  has  an  interest 
in  raising  and  marketing  tobacco.  The 
only  people  who  oppose  it  are  Ezra  Ben¬ 
son — and  even  he  has  said  it  is  an  im¬ 
provement  over  present  law — Mr.  Charles 
Shuman,  of  the  Farm  Bureau,  and  most 
of  the  Republicans.  It  is  a  good  bill.  It 
will  halt  the  advance  in  tobacco  prices, 
and  that  is  what  the  growers  seek.  It 
will  improve  their  position  in  the  mar¬ 
kets. 

I  trust  you  will  vote  down  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  and 
stand  by  the  committee. 

■(Mr.  ABERNETHY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word  and  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  did  not  plan  to  make 
a  speech  today  and  I  am  not  going  to 
make  a  long  one.  But,  I  would  like  to 
say  this  to  you  quite  frankly.  Every¬ 
body  within  the  sound  of  my  voice  knows 
that  we  have  a  terrific  surplus  of  most 
of  our  farm  commodities.  We  do  not 
want  that  to  happen  to  tobacco.  You, 
know,  the  situation  with  reference  to 


our  farm  program  today  reminds  me  of 
the  story  we  tell  down  in  Kentucky 
about  the  two  sweet  little  old  ladies  who 
were  driving  along  the  road  in  their  lit¬ 
tle  Model  T  Ford.  Suddenly,  without 
warning,  an  old  Model  A  Ford  went  by 
them  at  a  tremendous  speed.  It  ran  up 
on  the  side  of  the  road,  and  about  a 
quarter  of  a  mile  ahead,  it  went  out  of 
control — hit  a  tree  and  then  bounced — 
careened — hit  an  embankment  and  then 
smacked  against  a  bridge  and  rolled  over 
and  over  and  over  about  10  times  down 
into  the  bottom  of  a  dry  creek  bed,  and 
then  the  thing  burst  into  flames.  Well, 
the  two  sweet  little  old  ladies  stepped 
on  the  gas  in  their  Model  T  and  as  fast, 
as  they  could  drove  to  the  bridge,  jumped 
out  and  ran  down  and  dragged  the  poor 
old  fellow  out  just  as  it  caught  on  fire. 
Then  one  of  them  said,  “Oh,  bless  you, 
oh  bless  your  sweet  cotton-picking  heart, 
you  are  safe — the  good  Lord  was  sure 
riding  with  you.”  And  the  old  farmer 
who  waS  groggy  and  in  shock,  but  still 
chewing  on  his  cud  of  tobacco,  first 
switched  it  over  to  the  right  side  of  his 
mouth  and  then  he  switched  it  over  to 
the  left  side — spat  out  about  a  cup  of 
“ambeer”  and  said,  “Well,  if  he  was,  he 
just  had  one  hell  of  a  rough  ride;-  didn’t 
he?”  We  do  not  want  that  to  happen 
to  our  tobacco  program  here  today.  We 
do  not  want  any  rough  rides — we  have 
had  enough.  About  5  years  ago  those 
of  us  who  represent  tobacco  farmers  in 
Congress  came  in  and  it  was  the  first 
time,  I  think,  the  representatives  of  any 
commodity  had  come  in.  and  asked  to 
cut  our  own  allotment  and  our  acreage. 
We  sought  to  cut  it  because  we  knew 
that  if  we  did  not  cut  it — mind  you 
now — we  did  not  want  to  cut  it  but  we 
had  to  be  realistic.  Our  tobacco  farm¬ 
ers,  large  and  small  did  not — the  ware¬ 
housemen  did  not;  nobody  really  desired 
a  cut  in  our  tobacco  acreage  allotment, 
but  we  had  a  very  practical  situation 
confronting  the  growers,  and  the  entire 
^industry  and  therefore,  in  an  honest  ef¬ 
fort  to  preserve  and  to  protect  our  for-' 
eign  markets  and  our  overproduction — 
we  got  together — all  of  us  in  the  busi¬ 
ness,  and  agreed  that  a  cut  while  most 
distasteful — was  far  better  than  ruining 
our  fine  tobacco  program  that  we  had 
worked  to  hard  over  the-years  to  estab¬ 
lish.  Yes,  it  was  truly  like  taking  a  big 
dose  of  ill-smelling,  bad-tasting  medi¬ 
cine — but  we  knew  that  it  would  help 
the  illness  of  the  patient. 

So  today  I  say  to  you  quite  frankly, 
that  I  am  against  this  amendment  be¬ 
cause  it  would  freeze  the  prices  over  a 
period  of  3  years,  and  at  the  end  of  that 
3  years,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  prices  would 
go  sky  high  and  then  our  market  and 
our  tobacco  program  would  fall  like 
mother's  bread  when  the  oven  door 
slammed  shut.  It  is  just  as  simple  as 
that.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  took  raw  cour¬ 
age  and  if  I  do  say  so — it  took  vision — 
foresight  and  unselfishness  on  the  part 
of  our  farmers,  especially  our  little  to¬ 
bacco  growers,  to  take  this  action. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHELF.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  In  reference  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gen- 
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tleman  if  he  does  not  agree  with  the 
statement  in  our  committee  by  a  spokes¬ 
man  for  the  industry  who  was  present 
pertaining  to  this  very  subject  of  the 
freeze.  The  distinguished  chairman  of 
our  committee  asked  this  question,  and 
the  record  is  as  follows: 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  has  been  suggested  that 
instead  of  passing  the  Jennings  bill,  we  con¬ 
sider  legislation,  the  effect  of  which  would 
be  to  freeze  the  price  support  level  in  1959 
at  the  1958  level.  Do  you  think  legislation 
along  this  line  would  be  worthwhile? 

Mr.  Lanier.  I  think  it  would  be  the  worst 
thing  that  could  be  done,  because  that  would 
give  instability  and  just  make  confusion 
from  year  to  year.  I  think  you  have  got  to 
face  it  Mr.  Cooley,  to  either  do  something 
that  will  be  worthwhile,  or  not  do_it.  But 
1  year  would  not  help  in  my  judgment.  - 

Mr.  Cooley.  Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  per¬ 
mission,  I  should  like  to  ask  Mr.  Royster 
the  same  question. 

Mr.  Royster.  Yes.' 

Mr.  Cooley.  I  ask  you  the  same  question: 
Do  you  think  passage  of  that  type  legisla¬ 
tion,  freezing  the  support  levels  of  1959  at 
the  1958  level,  would  be  worth  our  efforts? 

Mr.  Royster.  I  have  just  heard  the  state¬ 
ment  of  Mr.  Lanier.  I  concur  in  the  state¬ 
ment  wholeheartedly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  think  that  any 
period  of  time  would  be  advisable.  We  have 
never  operated  on  that  kind  of  program,  and 

1  think  it  would  be  very  unwise  to  attempt 
to  do  so  now. 

As  Mr.  Lanier  has  ably  said,  what  we  need 
Is  stability  over  an  indefinite  period  of  time. 

I  might  point  out  in  substantiation  of  that 
statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  manufactur¬ 
ers — foreign  manufacturers — buy  for  usage 

2  and  3  years  hence.  Therefore,  a  freeze 
even  of  2  or  3  years  would  not  even  get  them 
up  to  the  beginning  point  of  the  purchases 
from  now  on. 

So  actually,  in  effect,  if  we  should 
adopt  this  amendment,  we  would  be  nul¬ 
lifying  the  effects  of  this  bill  so  far  as 
our  foreign  purchasers  are  concerned. 

Mr.  CHELF.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  wholeheartedly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion  let  me 
say  this.  I  hate  to  impose  on  you,  my 
friends,  but  this  is  the  first  speech  I 
have  made  this  year  and  if  this  subject 
was  not  so  very  near  and  dear  to  my  peo¬ 
ple,  especially  my  little  farmers — whose 
only  “cash  crop”  and  their  livelihood  is 
at  stake — I  would  not  be  here  in  the  well 
of  the  House  bothering  you.  Let  us  take 
into  consideration  one  thing.  Here  is  a 
commodity  that  I  think  is  entitled  to  a 
fair  break;  to  your  fair  consideration  and 
to  your  sympathy  and  understanding, 
gentlemen  of  the  House.  When  you  con¬ 
sider  that  this  is  a  commodity  that  pours 
annually  into  the  Fedeual  Treasury  $1,- 
734  million  in  taxes  and  from  the  great 
State  of  Kentucky  last  year  alone,  the 
Federal  Treasury  got  $353,321,000;  that 
is  not  hay  nor  peanuts.  It  is  a  sizable 
sum.  This  is  a  report  from  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Internal  Revenue — they  are 
not  my  figures.  So  I  say  to  you  quite 
frankly,  I  feel  we  are  entitled  to  some 
extra  bit  of  consideration  at  your  hands. 
We  have  carefully  policed  and  guarded 
our  program.  Those  who  overproduce 
in  violation — pay  a  penalty — this  all  goes 
into  the  Treasury.  Therefore — this  does 
not  cost  the  taxpayers  one  dime.  I  said 
it  yesterday  and  I  repeat  it  today,  our 
program  has  stood  on  its  own  bottom. 
It  will  not  cost  you  a  dime  insofar  as  the 


administration  of  it  is  concerned.  Oh, 
yes,  certainly,  we  will  have  to  pay  some¬ 
thing  out  according  to  law  for  soil  bank 
signers — but  I  am  talking  about  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  a  whole.  We  are  proud  of  it — 
we  have  worked  hard  to  build  it.  Sure 
it  has  taken  sacrifices  on  the  part  of  our 
little  tobacco  farmers  but  God  bless 
them,  their  vision  and  cooperation  has 
produced  for  them  in  the  final  analy¬ 
sis — less  toil,  a  better  market  and  a  smile 
on  their  faces  when  they  haul  their  crop 
to  market. 

Defeat  this  amendment  and- then  vote 
for  our  bill.  My  people  will  be  grateful 
and  so  will  your  colleague  from  Ken¬ 
tucky’s  Fourth  District. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  this  entire  issue  of 
any  supports  for  the  tobacco  crop,  I  am 
a  conscientious  objector.  It  seems  to 
me  that  Federal  support  of  a  farm  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  limited  solely  to  a  food 
support  program  excluding  frill  crops, 
such  as  tobacco. 

The  accumulation  of  medical  evidence 
associating  the  rising  incidence  of  lung 
cancer  among  heavy  cigarette  smokers 
is  a  crashing  indictment.  Public  health 
may  someday  drastically  control  or  even 
prohibit  the  production  of  a  tobacco 
crop. 

Although  the  present  tobacco  surplus 
is  perhaps  economically  tolerable,  the 
prospects  are  exceedingly  great  that  the 
surplus  will  soon  overtake  present 
ratios.  With  multiplied  cigarette  con¬ 
sumption,  the  cigarette-producing  in¬ 
dustry  is  using  less  and  less  tobacco  and 
more  and  more  paper.  They  soon  will 
be  producing  an  all-filter,  no-tobacco 
cigarette. 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  cost  to 
the  Government  of  the  tobacco  sup¬ 
port  program.  Whatever  the  cost, 
we  should  not,  continue  to  spend  Federal 
funds  in  any  degree  to  expand  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  a  crop  not  essential  to  human 
welfare.  We  should  instead  direct  these 
expenditures  toward  further  cancer  re¬ 
search  to  assess  tobacco  damage.  / 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  As  I  understand 
him,  the  >  gentleman  admits  that  this 
particular  disease  is  very  controversial; 
the  facts  have  not  been  established  from 
what  source  it  comes,  and  it  could  well 
come  from  other  sources  and  in  all  prob¬ 
ability  does.  Inasmuch  as  the  source 
has  not  been  established,  does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  agree  that  perhaps  this  issue 
should  not  be  injected  into  this  debate 
today? 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  want  to  say  in  reply 
to  the  gentleman  that  on  the  contrary, 
as  far  as  I  personally  am  concerned,  I 
am  already  sufficiently  alerted,  and  I 
think  most  of  my  constituents  are  well 
alerted  as  to  the  dangers  and  hazards  to 
the  human  body  from  excessive  indul¬ 
gence  in  cigarette  smoking.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact  in  my  community  we  have 
made  extensive  studies  of  industrial  air 
pollution,  and  our  researchers  have  con¬ 
cluded  that  cigarette  smoke  contributes 
more  to  harm  the  tissues  of  the  human 
body  than  all  other  forms  of  industrial 
pollution  that  is  put,  into  the  air. 


Mr.  LANKFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  am  pleased  to  yield  to 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Mary¬ 
land. 

Mr.  LANKFORD.  I  want  to  call  the 
gentleman’s  attention  to  an  article  which 
I  inserted  in  the  Record  a  few  days  ago 
on  the  subject  of  lung  cancer  and  the 
results  of  the  research  conducted  at  the 
University  of  Maryland  situated  in 
Baltimore,  saying  that  as  far  as  that  par¬ 
ticular  specialist  was  concerned,  and  he 
is  recognized  throughout  the  Nation, 
there  is  no  connection  between  smoking 
and  lung  cancer. 

Mr.  VANIK.  For  every  authority  the 
gentleman  can  produce  who  holds  that 
opinion  I  think  I  can  produce  three  or 
four  who  hold  the  opposite  opinion. 

The  American  Medical  Association  is 
meeting  in  Atlantic  City  this -week,  and 
before  its  sessions  are  concluded  I  ex¬ 
pect  that  they  will  have  something  to 
say  on  the  subject  of  tobacco  smoking 
and  its  effects  on  the  human  body,  and 
it  is  not  going  to  be  favorable  from  what 
I  have  heard. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Does  the  gentleman 
himself  smoke? 

Mr.  VANIK.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  does  not  smoke  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Let  me  ask  the 
gentleman  if  he  realizes  that  the  tobacco 
industry  itself  is  actually  expending 
millions  of  dollars  to  determine  whether 
or  not  the  gentleman’s  assertions  or  his 
beliefs  are  correct?  And  does  the 
gentleman  not  agree  also  that  the  to¬ 
bacco  program  has  not  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment  any  appreciable  amount  of  money? 
The  support  program  actually  has  shown 
a  profit.  In  addition  to  that,  $2.5  billion 
each  year  is  paid  in  taxes  to  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  governments. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Let  me  say  in  reply  to 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  that  the 
money  going  into  the  Federal  Treasury 
by  way  of  taxes  on  tobacco  does  not 
make  it  any  more  healthful  as  far  as  the 
human  body  is  concerned.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  what  about  the  billions  of  dollars 
that  are  spent  every  year  for  narcotics 
and  other  habit-forming  drugs  that  pro¬ 
duce  no  good  when  we  compare  it  to  the 
damage  done  to  the  American  people 
through  their  use? 

I  do  not  think  we  are  in  a  proper  posi¬ 
tion  to  assume  any  advantages  of  this 
taxation  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired.  * 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word,  and  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  to  ask 
him  a  question,  also  to  express  my  regret 
if  any  action  of  mine  may  provoke  or 
aggravate  him  in  any  way.' 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Florida,  and  appreciate  his  respect 
for  the  rules  of  the  House. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  want  to  say  that 
yesterday  I  listened  with  a  great  deal  of 
interest  to  the  statement  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentlewoman  from  from  New 
York  [Mrs.  St.  George],  whom  I  admire 
very  highly.  She  spoke  about  marijuana. 
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I  hope  she  is  not  comparing  cigar  smok¬ 
ing  to  marijuana  smoking.  I  know  this 
is  a  problem  and  I  am  not  saying  this 
facetiously. 

But  getting  back  to  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter,  specifically  this  is  the  question: 
Granting  everything  the  gentleman  has 
said,  in  all  sincerity  and  good  faith,  and 
I  want  to  emphasize  that  I  am  not  being 
facetious— if  this  bill  were  passed,  would 
it  have  anything  in  the  world  to  do  with 
how  many  cigarettes  people  will  smoke 
or  how  many  cigars  people  will  smoke? 
Is  not  the  gentleman’s  wonderful  argu¬ 
ment  here  a  little  bit  extraneous  to  the 
bill  we  are  discussing? 

Mr.  VANIK.  I  do  not  think  so.  We 
are  dealing  with  a  Federal  support  pro¬ 
gram.  Perhaps  this  is  something  that 
ought  to  be  handled  by  the  individual 
States.  In  a  short  time  we  will  have  to 
vote  on  H.R.  3,  which  seeks  to  take  away 
from  the  Federal  Government  the  right 
of  preemption.  Perhaps  the  right  to  con¬ 
trol  and  regulate  tobacco  production 
ought  to  be  reserved  to  the  individual 
States. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  just  wanted  to 
ask  a  question. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky,  Mr.  Chelf. 

Mr.  CHELF.  It  has  been  alleged  here 
that  there  are  those  doctors,  and  I  know 
they  are  conscientious  and  sincere,  who 
say  that  tobacco  is  a  definite  threat  so 
far  as  cancer  is  concerned.  There  are 
those  others  who  say  it  is  not.  Until 
such  time  as  it  has  been  decided  and 
the  doctors  can  get  together,  should 
we  not  reserve  our  decision  here  today? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  The  gentleman 
has  made  a  very  fine  point. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Are  we  going  to  pre¬ 
judge  a  case  before  we  hear  the  case? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentlewoman  from  New 
York,  Mrs.  St.  George. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  not  one  of  those  who  believe  that 
you  can  legislate  morality.  The  ques¬ 
tion  has  been  brought  up  here  whether 
one  smokes  or  whether  one  does  not 
smoke.  My  weakness  in  this  argument 
is  that  I  do  not  smoke.  In  a  way,  I 
wish  I  did,  because  the  whole  argument 
is,  should  the  tobacco  crop  be  considered 
a  basic  crop  or  not?  In  my  opinion,  as 
long  as  there  is  a  thought  in  very  high 
medical  circles  as  to  its  usefulness,  it 
should  not  be  considered  a  basic  crop. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  You  know,  there 
are  certain  sections  of  the  country  where 
certain  people  say  if  you  breathe  the 
atmosphere  it  will  give  you  lung  cancer. 
I  do  not  say  that;  no,  I  would  not  dare 
say  that  because  I  cannot  prove  it.  You 
know,  actually  it  would  be  just  as  ridicu¬ 
lous  to  pass  a  bill  prohibiting  visits  to 
certain  areas  of  this  country  because  of 
a  cancerous  irritation  that  might  result 
from  breathing  the  air,  as  it  would  be  to 
try  to  pass  legislation  to  keep  people 
from  smoking.  I  am  not  suggesting  leg¬ 
islation  to  restrict  free  travel  in  this 
country  or  to  impose  by  law  a  code  of 
morality.  I  am  saying  in  all  serious¬ 
ness  that  this  is  a  very  serious  problem. 
My  position  is  that  if  you  defeat  this 
bill,  if  you  defeated  every  tobacco  bill, 
if  you  took  away  from  the  farmers  the 


rights  they  have  to  make  a  living,  you 
may  have  more  tobacco  smoking,  but  the 
people  who  grow  it  will  get  less  money 
for  their  tobacco.  The  people  who  man¬ 
ufacture  and  sell  it  would  get  more,  and 
you  would  have  as  many  cigarettes  and 
cigars  as  you  have  today,  with  less 
money  going  to  the  little  fanners  who 
produce  the  tobacco. 

Mi-.  CHELF.  I,  too,  have  quitaimoking 
also,  but  the  reason  was  because  I  had 
surgery  back  in  1954  and  the  doctor 
said:  You  have  an  ulcer.  If  you  want 
to  gain  . a  little  weight  from  118  to  155, 
you  had  better  quit  smoking.  So  I  quit 
then.  That  ulcer  I  had  I  had  to  carry 
around  in  my  hand,  I  was  so  thin. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  debate  on  the 
pending  amendments  close  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  KING  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendments  close  in  15 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  KING  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
object. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendments  close  in  25 
minutes,  the  last  5  minutes  to  be  reserved 
for  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
not  on  all  amendments,  is  it? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  On  the  pending 
amendments  and  all  amendments 
thereto. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Utah  l  Mr. 
King]. 

Mr.  KING  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks 
of  my  distinguished  colleague  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vanick]  .  I  know 
that  a  serious  conversation  or  discus¬ 
sion  on  the  uses  of  tobacco  usually  de¬ 
generates  into  a  facetious  exchange  of 
quips,  but  I  remind  my  colleagues  that 
next  year  there  will  be  35,000  Americans 
die  of  lung  cancer,  and  this  rate  is  on  the 
rise  every  year.  Much  of  this  cancer  will 
be  induced  by  the  use  of  tobacco.  I  would 
remind  you  that  this  is  not  a  facetious 
matter. 

I  should  like  to  state  my  position,  that 
I  am  unequivocally  opposed  to  Govern¬ 
ment  price  supports  on  tobacco,  in  any 
form. 

Three  months  ago  I  introduced  a  bill 
designed  to  promote  the  education  of 
American  children  on  the  harmful  effects 
of  smoking. 

That  bill  has  brought  me  mail  from 
every  section  of  this  great  land.  In  fact, 
I  have  received  more  personal  mail  about 
this  bill  than  I  have  about  any  other  leg¬ 


islative  measure  before  this  Congress. 
The  authors  of  such  mail  invariably  ask : 
“What  can  we  do  to  help  put  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  over?  We  want  our  children  to 
have  the  facts  about  tobacco  and  lung 
cancer.’’ 

This  mail  persuades  me  that  the  86th 
Congress  has  the  responsibility  to  re¬ 
examine  the  whole  question  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  tobacco.  I  believe  the  mount¬ 
ing  evidence  which  links  lung  cancer 
with  cigarette  smoking  demands  that  we 
reexamine  it. 

I  remind  my  colleagues  that  just  last 
week  the  American  Cancer  Society 
launched  a  new  offensive  to  alert  the 
American  people  about  the  health  risks 
they  run  in  using  tobacco.  The  power¬ 
ful  tobacco  interests  argue,  of  course, 
that  the  society’s  campaigns  against 
smoking  have  been  inspired  by  prejudice 
and  bias.  But  the  simple  truth  is  that 
the  campaign  has  been  inspired  by  sober 
research.  The  society  would  fail  its 
purpose  and  ignore  its  responsibility  if 
it  failed  to  act  upon  the  evidence  which 
its  extensive  research  has  produced.  And 
I  think  we  fail  our  responsibility  if  we 
fail  to  carefully  weigh  the  same  evidence. 

Lung  cancer  is  expected  to  claim  35,- 
000  lives  in  this  country  this  year.  This 
closely  approaches  the  annual  high¬ 
way  death  toll.  The  time  to  act  is  now. 
The  American  people  want  action,  and 
they  have  every  reason  to  expect  it. 

I  think  we  insult  our  sense  of  reason 
when  we  persist  in  classifying  tobacco 
as  one  of  the  basics  of  American  agri¬ 
culture.  The  products  \  of  tobacco  are 
frills — and  potentially  dangerous  frills 
at  that.  Certainly  tobacco  is  not  a  basic 
in  the  traditional  sense;  it  hardly  de¬ 
serves  a  place  beside  food  and  fiber  com¬ 
modities  which  sustain  the  life  and 
health  of  this  Nation. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Honorable  Rich¬ 
ard  L.  Neuberger  of  Oregon,  our  subsidies 
on  tobacco  sorely  damage  American 
prestige  abroad.  I  share  that  opinion. 

How  can  we  make  our  global  com¬ 
panions  see  the  reason  in  our  appro¬ 
priating  large  sums  for  research  to  seek 
causes  and  cures  for  cancer  and,  at  the 
same  time,  pouring  even  larger  sums  into 
the  production  of  a  commodity  which 
clearly  contributes  to  the  alarming  rise 
in  cancer  deaths?  We  can  never  make 
them  see  the  reason  in  it,  for  there  is 
none. 

How  can  we  claim  for  ourselves  the 
moral  leadership  of  the  world  when  our 
domestic  affairs  show  such  a  glaring  ex¬ 
ample  of  moral  irresponsibility? 

Imagine,  as  Senator  Neuberger  has 
said,  the  storm  of  abuse  we  would  heap 
upon  Communist  China,  if  that  country 
began  to  subsidize  the  production  of 
opium.  The  world  would  ring  with  our 
howls  of  righteous  indignation.  Still  we 
subsidize  the  production  of  a  narcotic 
when  we  approve  price  supports  for 
tobacco.  Nicotine  is,  in  fact,  more  than 
a  narcotic — it  is  a  deadly  poison. 

I  am  deeply  pleased  that  many  young' 
Americans  are  showing  the  intellectual 
and  spiritual  strength  to  resist  the  per¬ 
suasive  appeals  of  the  television  and 
radio  hucksters  who  irresponsibly  link 
smoking  with  personal  success  and  dis- 
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tinction.  These  young  Americans  recog¬ 
nize  the  menace  in  cigarettes. 

In  Utah  and  the  Intermountain  West, 
youngsters  commonly  speak  of  cigarettes 
as  “cancer  sticks,”  and  here  in  the 
Washington  area,  I  have  heard  teen¬ 
agers  call  them  “coffin  nails.” 

I  am  also  very  grateful  that  many  of 
my  colleagues  share  my  concern  about 
this  menace.  I  commend  Senator  Neu- 
berger  for  his  unremitting  effort  to  bring 
enactment  in  the  other  body  of  legisla¬ 
tion  to  educate  American  children  on 
the  harmful  effects  of  smoking.  I  also 
commend  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York,  the  Honorable  Katharine  St. 
George,  for  the  very  appropriate  remarks 
she  made  to  this  body  yesterday. 

I  also  commend  the  American  Cancer 
Society  for  its  new  offensive,  and  under 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record, 
I  quote  that  part  of  an  Associated  Press 
dispatch  from  Boston  which  shows  the 
objectives  of  the  society’s  campaign. 
The  article,  in  part,  follows: 

Boston,  June  5. — The  American  Cancer  So¬ 
ciety  today  launched  an  intensified  drive  to 
alert  physicians  and  the  public  to  the  dan¬ 
gers  of  cigarette  smoking: 

The  society’s  directors,  meeting  in  Boston, 
adopted  resolutions  yesterday  to  instruct 
the  group's  staff  to : 

1.  Intensify  its  efforts  to  bring  the  facts 
about  cancer  and  tobacco  to  physicians. 

2.  Study  deficiencies  in  laws  to  protect  the 
public  from  the  hazards  of  cigarettes  and 
to  recommend  appropriate  legislation. 

3.  Intensify  efforts  to  make  available 
through  all  channels  facts  about  cancer 
related  to  the  use  of  tobacco,  with  particular 
emphasis  on  teenagers. 

The  board  also  approved  pilot  showings  of 
a  17-minute  film  in  selective  communities  to 
test  the  effectiveness  of  using  a  movie  in 
presenting  the  dangers  of  tobacco. 

Dean  Davies  of  New  York,  administrator 
for  research  on  lung  cancer  for  the  American 
Cancer  Society,  and  Dr.  Howard  C.  Taylor, 
a  director  at  large,  said  more  than  a  score 
of  studies  in  different  parts  of  the  world 
all  showed  lung  cancer  patients  to  be  pre¬ 
dominantly  cigarette  smokers. 

The  society’s  directors  also  considered  a 
plan  at  their  meeting  to  find  out  through 
studies  why  people  smoke — or  don’t  smoke. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  issue  cannot  be 
avoided.  The  day  will  surely  come  when 
an  aroused  Nation  will  realize  that  a 
tobacco  support  program  has  no  place 
in  our  agricultural  program.  When  that 
day  comes,  the  record  will  show  the  posi¬ 
tion  which  I  now  take. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gross]. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend '  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
much  interested  in  the  remarks  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Vanik]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  King], 
who  just  addressed  the  House  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  effects  of  tobacco.  Next  week 
the  annual  multibillion-dollar  foreign 
giveaway  will  be  before  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and,  as  I  understand  it, 
money  is  made  available  from  funds  un¬ 
der  that  bill,  the  Development  Loan 
Fund,  and  the  countless  technical  assist¬ 
ance  programs  in  the  United  Nations  and 
elsewhere  for  the  development  of  tobacco 
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production  in  the  so-called  underdevel¬ 
oped  countries  of  the  world.  I  am  sure 
that  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  or  the 
gentleman  from  Utah,  or  both,  will  be 
Johnny-on-the-spot  with  amendments 
when  the  foreign  handout  bill  comes  up 
next  week  to  prohibit  the  use  of  any  of 
those  funds  to  provide  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  tobacco  in  the  underdeveloped 
countries.  Surely,  you  gentlemen  are 
not  going  to  let  American  tax  dollars  be 
used  to  subsidize  the  production  of  to¬ 
bacco  in  foreign  countries  to  contaminate 
underdeveloped  people  all  over  the  un¬ 
derdeveloped  world. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Stratton]. 

(Mr.  STRATTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  out  of  order.) 

SOVIET  RUSSIA  DOES  POSSESS  ICE-FREE,  OPEN 
SEA  SUBMARINE  BASES 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  last 
Friday  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Curtis],,  offered  a  case  of  whisky  to 
any  naval  personnel  who  can  sight  a 
single  ice-free  open  sea  base  the  Soviets 
possess  from  which  to  operate  sub¬ 
marines.  As  a  member  of  the  Naval 
Reserve,  I  am  going  to  win  that  case  of 
whisky  this  afternoon  by  pointing 
out  to  the  gentleman  not  one  but  two  ice- 
free  bases  on  the  open  sea  from  which 
the  Soviets  can  operate  their  vast  sub¬ 
marine  fleet,  and  I  would  be  very  much 
surprised  if  they  are  not  operating  sub¬ 
marines  from  those  bases  today.  One  of 
them  is  Murmansk  in  the  north,  and  the 
other  is  Petropavlovsk  on  the  Pacific. 

Let  me  say  that  I  have  consulted  on 
this  point  not  only  with  the  chart  but 
with  some  officials  in  the  Navy  Depart¬ 
ment.  Both  of  these  ports  are  on  the 
open  sea.  Both  of  them  are  ice-free. 
Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  submit  that 
the  gentleman  has  lost  his  wager. 

However,  I  do  not  want  to  collect  a 
case  of  whisky  for  myself.  Instead,  I 
suggest  that  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  turn  his  case  of  whisky  over  to  the 
American  Red  Cross  to  be  used  for 
medicinal  purposes. 

As  far  as  the  Soviet  Navy  is  concerned, 
I  hope  that  we  will  not  again  encounter 
any  attempts  in  this  House  to  minimize 
the  very  serious  threat  which  this 
country  faces  from  a  vast'  and  highly 
trained  Soviet  submarine  fleet  operat¬ 
ing  from  these  and  other  bases. 

May  I  add,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  ad¬ 
vised  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  this 
morning  that  I  intended  to  respond  to 
his  challenge  on  the  floor  this  after¬ 
noon.  Unfortunately  the  gentleman  in¬ 
formed  me  he  would  be  detained  by 
necessary  committee  business. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bailey], 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
intensely  interested  in  the .  extent  to 
which  the  debate  has  gone  for  the  past 
few  minutes  on  the  relative  question  of 
whether  tobacco  smoke  is  injurious.  On 
Saturday  of  this  week  I  expect  to  attend 
at  the  city  of  Richwood,  W.  Va„  an  an¬ 
nual  affair  known  as  the  over  eighty 
party,  one  at  which  the  good  citizens  of 
Richwood  and  their  friends  entertain 
everybody  in  the  Richwood  community 


and  of  two  or  three  counties  surrounding 
that  city  who  are  over  80  years  of  age. 

Three  years  ago,  in  attending  this 
party,  I  met  a  lady  whose  last  name 
was  Givens.  She  was  102  years  of  age 
and  she  insisted  on  having 'a  picture 
taken  with  her  Congressman.  She  was 
smoking  a  clay  pipe  and  she  advised  me 
she  had  been  smoking  one  since  she  was 
12  years  of  age. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina -[Mr.  FOUNT’IN]. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
my  earnest  hope  that  this  House  will 
pass  S.  1901  by  an  overwhelming  ma¬ 
jority.  This  legislation  is  urgently 
needed. 

In  the  first  place,  this  year’s  tobacco 
crop  has  been  planted.  Tobacco  farmers 
are  entitled  to  know  what  the  level  of 
pi-ice  supports  will  be  on  their  1959  crop. 
The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  clear  and 
simple.  It  would  prevent  for  an  indefi¬ 
nite  pericd,  certainly  for  the  next  3  years, 
further  increases  in  the  prices  of  to¬ 
bacco,  increases  which  will  occur  under 
the  existing  law  unless  this  bill  is  passed. 
It  is  designed  to  limit  the  automatic  and 
artificial  yearly  advance  in  the  level  of 
support  prices  for  tobacco.  If  there  are 
those  in  the  House  who  oppose  the  to¬ 
bacco  program  itself,  or  oppose  90  per¬ 
cent  price  supports  which  Flue-cured 
and  burley  tobacco  have  successfully  en¬ 
joyed  for  years,  without  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  such  opposition,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  is  not  relevant  to  the  legislation  at 
hand. 

The  purpose  of  this  legislation,  there¬ 
fore,  is  to  protect  the  most  effective  farm 
program  in  the  United  States  for  tobacco 
farmers,  for  the  tobacco  industry,  and 
what  is  important  to  all  of  us — the  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  Government  itself  and  the 
taxpayers  with  respect  to  program  costs 
and  the  revenue  produced  by  tobacco. 
As  has  already  been  pointed  out,  the 
bill  provides  that  the  1958  level  of  price 
support  in  dollars  and  cents  shall  re¬ 
main  in  effect  and  shall  not  be  increased 
until  such  time  as  the  level  of  price  sup¬ 
ports  determined  by  the  old  parity 
formula  catches  up  with  the  1958  level 
of  price  supports.  After  that  time,  the 
level  of  supports  would  be  based  on  the 
lower  of  the  two  computations — old  or 
modernized  parity. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  it  would 
be  from  3  to  5  years  before  old  parity 
supports  would  equal  the  1958  level. 
Support  levels  would  thus  remain  sta¬ 
bilized  at  the  1958  level  for  at  least  tln.t 
period.  In  fact,  they  would  remain  sta¬ 
bilized  after  that  time  if  the  cost  of 
things  which  the  farmers  must  buy  does 
not  continue  to  advance.  It  has  also 
been  estimated  that  the  index  of  prices 
paid  by  farmers  would  have  to  increase 
about  16  percent  for  burley  and  11  per¬ 
cent  for  Flue-cured  tobacco  before  the 
old  parity  provision  would  go  into  effect 
and  the  freeze  removed.  As  has  already 
been  so  well  explained,  burley  and  flue- 
cured  are  our  major  export  tobacco. 
This  legislation  will  contribute  substan¬ 
tially  toward  a  stabilization  of  prices  for 
tobacco  and  the  maintenance  and  im¬ 
provement  of  our  export  market. 

The  modernized  parity  formula  was 
written  into  the  law  to  prevent  sub- 
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stantial  drops  in  farm  prices  which  oc¬ 
curred  following  World  War  I.  At  that 
time,  the  Congress  was  interested  in  pro¬ 
tecting  tobacco  farmers  in  the  future. 
However,  every  eventuality  could  not  be 
foreseen  and  it  is  a  fact  that  the  mod¬ 
ernized  formula  with  respect  to  tobacco 
has  placed  tobacco  in  a  precarious  situa¬ 
tion  competitively  with  the  growing  vol¬ 
ume  of  foreign  produced  tobacco.  If 
this  bill  is  not  passed,  the  present  law 
could  seriously  impair  the  market  and 
sales  for  tobacco  in  this  country.  If 
this  occurs,  the  result  would  be  an  in¬ 
crease  in  Government  investment  in 
crop  support  loans  and  a  further  re¬ 
duction  in  tobacco  acreage.  Those  of 
us  from  the  tobacco-growing  States 
know  that  the  tobacco  growers  should 
not  have  to  stand  further  cuts  in  their 
acreage  allotments. 

This  bill,  S.  1901,  represents  the  ini- 
tive,  the  thinking  and  the  voluntary 
sacrificial  action  of  tobacco  growers  and 
the  entire  tobacco  industry  to  avoid 
such  consequences.  It  represents  a 
voluntary  effort  on  the  part  of  tobacco 
growers  and  their  organizations  to  im¬ 
prove  and  save  the  tobacco  program  and 
to  place  a  check  upon  anticipated  ris¬ 
ing  support  prices  which  would  not  bear 
relation  to  the  cost  of  things  the  farm¬ 
ers  must  buy. 

I  cannot  understand  the  position  of 
apparently  a  majority  of  the  directors 
of  the  National  Farm  Bureau.  I  say  a 
majority  of  the  directors  for,  after  all, 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  is  nothing 
more  than  the  official  name  for  all  of 
the  State  farm  bureaus  put  together. 
In  this  instance,  all  of  the  tobacco¬ 
growing  States  support  this  legislation 
because  they  think  it  is  best  for  them 
and  they  do  not  want  their  program  to 
cost  the  Government  any  money. 

I  say  I  cannot  understand  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  apparently  a  majority  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  directors  since 
they  have  advocated  and  supported  leg¬ 
islation  representing  the  judgment  and 
the  decisions  of  growers  of  other  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  such  as  corn,  cot¬ 
ton,  and  wool  with  respect  to  the  type  of 
program  which  is  best  for  them. 

Much  has  been  said  recently  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  parity  concept.  I  should 
like  to  emphasize  the  reason  which 
makes  the  parity  concept  so  applicable 
to  tobacco.  It  still  takes  approximate¬ 
ly  the  same  amount  of  hand  labor  to 
produce  tobacco  that  it  did  25  years  ago. 
This  is  not  true  with  other  commodities 
such  as  ^grains  where  many  times  as 
much  effort  can  be  exerted  with  the 
same  amount  of  labor. 

In  further  support  of  the  parity  con¬ 
cept  for  tobacco,  let  me  also  point  out 
that  tobacco  has  no  open  market  such 
as  other  agricultural  commodities  en¬ 
joy.  The  uses  of  tobacco  are  limited. 
It  must  necessarily  be  sold  to  probably 
10  or  12  major  tobacco  companies. and  a 
mere  handful  of  foreign  buyers.  If  they 
do  not  buy,  the  tobacco  farmer  has  no 
market  for  his  crop. 

If  those  of  you  who  are  not  familiar 
with  the  tobacco  auction  system  would 
visit  one  of  our  tobacco  warehouses  and 
observe  sales  in  process,  you  would  very 
quickly  discover  that  the  price  paid  by 
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tobacco  buyers  is  largely  determined  by 
the  support  price.  This  support  price 
provides  a  floor  which  effectively  protects 
the  price  of  all  cigarette  leaf  tobacco  sold. 
The  price  paid  the  farmer  for  his  tobac¬ 
co  is  a  very  small  portion  of  the  price  we 
pay  for  the  cigarettes  and  other  proc¬ 
essed  tobacco  we  buy.  Also,  the  retail 
price  paid  for  tobacco  products  bears 
little  if  any  relationship  to  the  support 
price  for  tobacco. 

In  the  case  of  tobacco,  Federal,  State 
and  local  taxes  amount  to  almost  three 
times  as  much  as  farmers  receive  for 
their  part  of  the  crop  consumed  in  the 
United  States.  I  believe  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.-/  Cooley], 
chairman  of  the  House  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee,  gave  figures  yesterday  indicating 
that  Federal,  State  and  local  taxes  col¬ 
lected  on  tobacco  products  amount  to 
$2V2  billion  a  year  while  the  farmer  re¬ 
ceives  for  the  tobacco  in  a  package  of 
cigarettes  slightly  more  than  1  cent. 

Let  me  mention  another  argument  in 
support  of  this  legislation  and  our  basic 
tobacco  program.  The  present  program 
with  price  supports  at  90  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  and  strict  production  controls  has 
worked  as  shown  by  the  fact  that  nearly 
100  percent  of  the  tobacco  farmers  of 
this  country  approve  it  and  have  kept  it 
sound  and  self-supporting.  In  the  case 
of  nearly  every  price  support  crop  ex¬ 
cept  tobacco,  surpluses  seem  to  build  up 
despite  our  best  efforts  to  control  and 
dispose  of  surplus  production. 

In  his  agricultural  message  to  Con¬ 
gress  on  January  11,  1954,  the  President 
said : 

Each  farm  crop  has  its  own  problems  and 
these  problems  require  specific  treatment. 

In  regard  to  tobacco,  the  President 
said  : 

Tobacco  farmers  have  demonstrated  their 
ability  to  hold  production  in  line  with  de¬ 
mand  at  the  supported  price  without  loss 
to  the  Government.  The  relatively  small 
''acreage  of  tobacco  and  the  limited  areas  to 
which  it  is  adapted  have  made  production 
control  easier  than  for  other  crops.  The  level 
of  support  to  cooperators  is  90  percent  of 
the  parity  price  in  any  year  in  which  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  in  effect.  It  is  recommended 
that  the  tobacco  program  be  continued  in  its 
present  form. 

Nothing  has  happened  since  Jhat  mes¬ 
sage  in  1954  to  change  the  strength  and 
truth  of  that  declaration.  What  the  to¬ 
bacco  farmers,  their  organizations, '  ware¬ 
housemen,  exporters,  and  other  interest¬ 
ed  are  asking  us  to  do  is  to  take  action 
which  will  have  the  twofold  effect  of 
providing  a  stable  source  of  tobacco 
without  reduction  in  fair  prices  for 
farmers,  and  to  encourage  both  foreign 
and  domestic  buyers  of  tobacco  to  con¬ 
tinue  and  even  increase  their  purchases, 
thus  bringing  about  a  greater  assurance 
of  stabilized  and  competitive  prices  in 
future  years. 

A  vote  against  this  bill  is  not  a  vote 
against  90  percent  price  supports  or  the 
parity  concept,  but  is  a  vote  for  supports 
at  a  higher  level  than  the  tobacco  farm¬ 
ers  themselves  believe  to  be  either  in 
their  best  interest  or  in  the  best  inter¬ 
est  of  the  taxpayers, 


I  ran  across  a  speech  recently  made  by 
a  former  distinguished  Member  of  this 
House,  a  former  chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  that  great  com¬ 
mittee  at  the  time  he  retired  from  this 
body.  No  Member  of  this  House  was  held 
in  higher  esteem  and  no  one  had  a  better 
knowledge  of  the  problems  of  agriculture 
than  the  Honorable  Clifford  R.  Hope,  of 
the  State  of  Kansas.  I  would  urge  every 
Member  of  this  House,  especially  those 
on  my  left,  to  read  his  address  made  be¬ 
fore  the  National  Grange  at  Spokane, 
Wash.,  and  recorded  on  page  A67  of  the 
Appendix  in  the  January  10, 1955,  edition 
of  the  Congressional  Record.  I  never 
read  a  better  presentation  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  agriculture  and  the  steps  which 
must  be  taken  from  time  to  time  to  help 
improve  that  segment  of  our  American 
economy. 

As  a  source  of  light  upon  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  I  should  like  to  quote  a  portion  of 
what  he  said  to  the  National  Grange: 

I  do  not  want  at  this  time  to  get  into  the 
controversy  over  price-support  programs  ex¬ 
cept  to  say  that  experience  has  demonstrated 
as  we  have  gone  along  that  the  Grange  posi¬ 
tion  is  right,  and  that  our  greatest  mistake 
as  far  as  farm  programs  is  concerned,  is  to 
attempt  to  apply  one  magic  formula,  one 
cure-all,  that  will  answer  the  problems  of  all 
agricultural  products. 

Furthermore,  I  think  we  have  to  recognize 
that  there  are  some  commodities  which  do 
not  adapt  themselves  to  direct  price-support 
programs. 

That  great  man  in  agriculture,  Albert 
Goss,  warned  us  years  ago  that  there  is  no 
such  cure-all  and  that  there  are  almost  as 
many  problems  as  there  are  commodities. 

I  remember  he  used  .to  tell  our  commit¬ 
tee  that  just  as  we  can’t  cure  appendicitis 
with  castor  oil  or  smallpox  with  surgery,  we 
must  have  a  bag  full  of  remedies  as  a  coun¬ 
try  doctor  carries  a  bag  full  of  different  pills, 
so  to  speak. 

Our  experience  Iras  demonstrated  the  value 
of  attempting  to  tailor  a  program  to  meet 
the  needs  of  a  particular  commodity. 

Take  the  one  case  of  sugar,  with  which 
many  of  you  are  familial*.  The  sugar  pro¬ 
gram  stands  by  itself.  It  was  worked  out  to 
meet  the  needs  of  that  particular  commodity, 
and  it  has  worked  more  successfully,  perhaps, 
than  any  other  program. 

The  same  can  be  said  of  the  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram.  Ninety-percent  price  supports  with 
strict  controls  have  worked  so  well  on  that 
commodity  that  practically  everyone  has 
agreed— no  matter  what  his  views  might  be 
as  to  other  commodities — that  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  continued  for  tobacco. 

In  the  last  Congress,  recognizing  the  fact 
that  wool  has  peculiar  problems  of  its  own, 
we  set  up  a  wool  program  to  meet  the  needs 
of  that  commodity. 

All  of  this  is  in  accord  with  the  views  ex¬ 
pressed  by  President  Eisenhower  in  his  mes¬ 
sage  to  Congress  on  January  11,  1954,  en¬ 
titled  “Recommendations  Affecting  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  Agriculture.” 

In  that  message  he  said,  and  I  quote:  “No 
single  program  can  apply  uniformly  to  the 
whole  farm  industry.  Some  farm  products 
are  perishable,  some  are  not;'  some  farms 
consume  the  products  of  other  farms;  some 
foods  and  fibers  we  export,  some  we  import. 
A  comprehensive  farm  program  must  be 
adaptable  to  these  and  other  differences,  and 
yet  not  penalize  one  group  of  farmers  in 
order  to  benefit  another.” 

These  remarks  from  a  distinguished 
former  Member  of  this  body,  referred  to 
as  “Mr.  Agriculture,”  are  in  keeping  with 
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the  steps  which  we  are  urging  this  House 
to  take  today. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  this  House  will 
pass  this  legislation,  without  amend¬ 
ments,  in  the  interest  of  tobacco  growers, 
the  entire  tobacco  industry,  the  tobacco 
market — domestic  and  export— and  in 
the  interest  of  the  American  taxpayer. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
[Mr.  Cooley]  to  close  debate  on  the 
pending  amendments. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall 
not  consume  the  5  minutes,  but  I  do 
want  to  say  to  the  Members  of  the  House 
that  this  is  a  very  important  amend¬ 
ment.  If  we  were  here  asking  for  an 
increase  in  price  supports  or  for  legisla¬ 
tion  which  might  become  financially 
burdensome  on  the  Government,  then  I 
could  readily  understand  that  we  might 
meet  with  opposition.  But  here  are  the 
fanners  in  all  the  tobacco  growing  areas 
who  have  come  together  and  agreed 
upon  this  measure  which  will  prevent  an 
increase  in  price  supports  and  will  pre¬ 
vent  an  increase  in  the  financial  burdens 
being  borne  by  the  Government.  The 
question  here  is  not  as  to  whether  we  ap¬ 
prove  of  the  tobacco  program  or  not. 
Those  who  classify  tobacco  with  mari¬ 
juana  and  other  evil  commodities  are 
entitled  to  their  own  views.  These  gen¬ 
tlemen  who  have  spoken  with  great  sin¬ 
cerity  about  the  harmful  effects  of  smok¬ 
ing  are  entitled  to  their  own  views.  But 
if  this  bill  should  be  voted  down,  we  still 
have  a  tobacco  program  and  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  that  program  would  continue  and 
prices  will  spiral  upward.  By  this  bill 
we  are  doing  exactly  what  Mr.  Eisen¬ 
hower  said  should  be  done,  and  that  is 
we  should  take  steps  to  prevent  the  con¬ 
tinuous  spiraling  upward  of  tobacco 
price  supports. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for  the  passage 
of  the  bill  as  it  has  been  reported  from 
the  committee.  I  do  not  question  the 
sincerity  of  my  colleague  who  has  offered 
this  amendment,  but  I  point  out  to  you 
that  this  amendment  was  considered  in 
our  committee  and  not  a  single  witness 
from  any  part  of  the  tobacco-growing 
area  of  America  came  to  testify  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  amendment.  The  amend¬ 
ment  proposes  to  freeze  prices.  We  do 
not  propose  to  freeze  prices.  We  only 
propose  to  operate  at  the  lowest  possible 
level  permitted  by  either  the  new  formula 
or  the  old  formula  on  which  parity  prices 
are  calculated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  defeat  of  this 
amendment  and  urge  the  passage  of  the 
bill,  as  reported  by  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendments  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  [Mr.  HoevenL 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Hoeven)  there 
were — ayes  65,  noes  128. 

So  the  amendments  were  rejected. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Pelly:  Page  3, 
immediately  following  line  6,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“Sec.  3.  No  financial  benefit  or  assistance 
shall  accrue  or  be  paid,  directly  or  indirectly, 
by  reason  of  the  amendments  made  by  this 


Act,  to  any  Member  of  Congress,  any  officer 
or  employee  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government,  or  any  officer  or  employee  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.” 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  to  S.  1901 — the  tobacco  price 
support  bill — is  to  prohibit  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  or  of  the 
legislative  branch  of  Government,  in¬ 
cluding  Members  of  Congress,  from  ben¬ 
efiting  under  this  legislation  which  they 
have  originated  and  will  administer. 

Here  we  come  face  to  face  with  the 
subject  of  conflict  of  interests  and  ethics. 
My  amendment  is  based  on  the  same 
principle  as  rule  VIII  of  the  House  Rules 
which  calls  for  abstention  in  voting  on 
measures  in  which  a  Member  has  a  direct 
pecuniary  interest. 

According  to  the  Washington  News, 
issue  of  May  28,  1959,  a  Scripps-Howard 
newspaper  survey  showed  35  Members 
of  Congress  have  shared  in  farm  subsi¬ 
dies.  I  do  not  know  if  any  of  these  were 
under  the  tobacco  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  If  so,  of  course.  Members  would 
be  exercising  the  same  privilege  as  any 
other  citizen  and  as  such  it  would  be 
quite  proper. 

However,  in  the  field  of  ethics  one  is 
expected  not  only  to  act  within  the  law 
but  also  to  avoid  any  possible  basis  of 
criticism.  Like  Charles  Wilson  who  had 
to  sell  his  General  Motors  stock  and  lost 
millions,  public  service  calls  for  sacrifice. 

I  would  have  hoped  Congress  would 
have  tightened  up  on  such  matters.  We 
should  have  established  general  codes  of 
ethics  for  ourselves  and  our  employees. 
But  until  overall  standards  are  set  we 
can  do  the  job  piecemeal  and  this  is  one 
such  piece.  ) 

I  urge  the  adoption. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAKER.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  how  he  breaks  down  the 
classes  of  people  included;  would  it  go 
down  to  the  county  level,  to  people  who 
work  as  stenographers  in  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram? 

Mr.  PELL-?.  I  think  the  amendment  is 
quite  clear. 

Mr.  BAKER.  Perhaps  I  did  not  hear  it 
read  correctly. 

Mr.  PELLY.  It  refers  tp  Members  of 
Congress  and  employees  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  branch  and  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  ■* 

Mr.  BAKER.  Does  it  mean  all  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture? 

Mr.  PELLY.  All  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATTS.  In  the  tobacco  trade  our 
farm  programs  are  all  run  by  the  A.S.C. 
committees  that  are  elected  by  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  the  various  communities,  people 
who  themselves  are  in  fact  growers.  I 
do  not  know  whether  such  people  would 
come  directly  and  automatically  under 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  or  not. 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  am  sure  I  would  be  glad 
to  have  the  amendment  clarified  in  any 
way  that  would  meet  a  particular  situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WATTS.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
really  think  that  before  offering  such  a 


far-reaching  amendment  it  should  be 
studied  and  its  effects  assessed?  In  every 
county  there  would  be  from  8  to  10  com¬ 
mittee  members  in  every  segment  of  basic 
crops,  cotton,  corn,  wheat,  rice,  and  to¬ 
bacco.  Does  it  mean  that  such  people 
would  have  to  give  up  their  farming  op¬ 
erations  to  serve  on  these  committees? 
It  seems  to  me  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment  is  so  broad  that  we  would  have  no¬ 
body  but  city  folks  trying  to  run  pro¬ 
grams  they  knew  absolutely  nothing 
about. 

In  the  case  of  tobacco,  the  tobacco 
the  tenant  farmer  raises  goes  in  the  same 
farm  basket  with  other  tobaccos.  How 
is  the  Government  going  to  assess  the 
support  price  on  one  part  of  a  basket  of 
tobacco  and  not  on  the  other? 

Mr.  PELLY.  If  the  gentleman  wants  to 
strike  out  everything  from  my  amend¬ 
ment  except  Members  of  Congress,  I 
would  still  support  it. 

Mr.  WATTS.  I  think  the  amendment 
has  not  been  adequately  considered. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall 
not  discuss  the  amendment.  The  amend¬ 
ment  speaks  for  itself,  and  I  am  certain 
Members  of  the  House  understand  it.  I 
ask  for  a  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  [Mr.  Pelly]. 

— The  amendment  was  rei  ecteri—  . 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Michel:  Page 
2,  line  22,  after  the  word  “used”,  strike  out 
the  period  and  insert  a  colon  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “ Provided  further.  That  no  part  of 
this  authorization  shall  be  used  to  formu¬ 
late  or  carry  out  a  price  support  program 
for  1960  under  which  a  total  amount  of 
price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be 
extended  through  loans  or  purchases  made 
or  made  available  by  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  to  any  person  on  the  1960  pro¬ 
duction  of  tobacco.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  proviso,  the  term  ‘person’  shall  mean 
an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock 
company,  corporation,  association,  trust, 
estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  polit¬ 
ical  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
thereof.  In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  pur¬ 
chase  from,  a  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the 
amount  of  price  support  received  by  the  co¬ 
operative  marketing  organization,  but  the 
amount  of  price  support  made  available  to 
person  through  such  cooperative  marketing 
organization  shall  be  included  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  price  support  received  by 
such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation. 
Such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  price  sup¬ 
port  on  tobacco  extended  by  purchase  of 
tobacco  from,  or  by  loans  on  tobacco  to,  per¬ 
sons  other  than  the  producers  of  tobacco  if 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines  that 
it  is  impracticable  to  apply  such  limitation. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regu¬ 
lations  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  prevent  the  evasion  of 
such  limitation.” 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  simply  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  author  of  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman 
for  giving  me  a  copy  of  the  amendment 
in  advance.  The  amendment  is  applica¬ 
ble  to  only  one  commodity,  and  that  is 
tobacco? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  is  right.  The 
reason  for  that  is  this:  I  noticed  in  read¬ 
ing  the  Senate  bill  it  refers  to  section 
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101(c).  Had  it  been  101,  then  we  would 
have  been  able  to  make  it  applicable  to 
all  commodities.  Since  this  particular 
bill  deals  only  with  tobacco,  I  would  be 
out  of  order  in  offering  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  and  it  would  not  be  gel-mane. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  wanted  to  clear  up 
that  one  matter.  So  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  do  not  know  anybody  who  has 
obtained  a  loan  on  tobacco  in  excess  of 
$50,000.  In  all  the  history  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  I  understand  there  have  been  only 
four  loans  which  exceeded  $50,000. 
With  that  statement  I  do  not  insist  on 
the  point  of  order  and  I  will  not  speak 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man,  and  I  would  not  take  the  time  of 
the  House  except  for  the  benefit  of  those 
Members  who  were  not  here  yesterday 
when  the  chairman  of  the  Comniittee  on 
Agriculture  engaged  in  a  short  colloquy 
v/ith  me,  in  which  we  explored  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  offering  the  pending  amendment 
to  this  legislative  bill.  It  will  be  recalled 
that  about  a  week  ago  when  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill  came  up  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  we  wrote  into  that 
appropriation  bill  a  limitation  of  $50,000 
for  any  CCC  loan,  and  it  carried.  How¬ 
ever,  the  language  of  that  amendment 
was  not  refined  to  the  point  where  it 
Wjuld  take  care  of  the  people  we  are 
talking,  about  here  today,  the  producers 
of  tobacco  who  market  their  crop 
through  co-ops.  So  in  the  other  body 
the  language  was  clarified  to  some  ex¬ 
tent,  and  I  am  quite  certain  when  the 
bill  is  in  conference  between  the  House 
and  Senate — and  I  refer  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill — -the  language  will  be  even 
further  refined.  It  seems  this  kind  of 
legislation  does  not  belong  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  but  is  a  legislative  proposal. 
So  I  offer  the  amendment  here  to  get  the 
concurrence  of  the  House  in  the  orderly 
legislative  fashion. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  call  attention  to 
the  colloquy  that  took  place  yesterday. 
The  gentleman  is  reasonable  and  a 
highly  regarded  Member.  He  stated  at 
that  time  that  he  thought  it  ought  to  be 
a  matter  for  the  legislative  committee  to 
work  out  these  matters. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Yes;  that  is  right. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
does  not  the  gentleman  think  this  long 
and  involved  amendment  should  not  be 
considered  in  this  manner  by  debating 
it  only  a  very  few  moments  on  the  floor? 
That  is  not  the  proper  procedure.  Does 
not  the  gentleman  think  we  ought  to  take 
it  back  to  the  committee  and  look  into 
it  and  see  what  the  effect  of  the  language 
will  be?  We  do  not  know  what  the  effect 
will  be.  People  who  know  tobacco  best 
should,  be  consulted  along  with  Govern- 
meni/agencies. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  differ  with  the  gentle¬ 
man,  because  it  is  a  very  simple  limita¬ 
tion.  There  is  no  prolonged  argument 
necessary  about  what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  What  you  are  trying 
to  do  is  to  change  a  law  that  has  been  on 
the  statute  books  since  1933.  It  will 
revolutionize  the  whole  CCC  structure. 


To  impose  a  limitation  as  contained  in 
your  amendment  is  the  opening  wedge  in 
obtaining  lower  limitations  in  the  future. 

Mi-.  MICHEL.  I  differ  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  because  the  Secretary  told  us 
just  yesterday  in  the  subcommittee  that 
this  would  not  disrupt  the  entire  pro¬ 
gram  and  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  under 
this  kind  of  language  we  are  taking  care 
of  every  administrative  objection,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  matter  of  disposing  of 
your  tobacco  crops  through  co-ops. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  congratulate  the 
gentleman  for  offering  this  amendment, 
and  this  is  the  proper  place  for  an 
amendment  of  this  type.  The  House 
remembers  well  last  week  in  a  rider  on 
an  appropriation  bill  an  amendment  was 
offered.  Now,  to  carry  out  that  will  we 
should  adopt  an  amendment  of  this  type 
when  we  have  a  legislative  bill  up  for 
consideration. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  just 
want  to  express  my  appreciation  to  the 
gentleman  making  it  clear  that  those  who 
took  the  action  last  week  were  taking  an 
improper  action  by  voting  an  improper 
amendment  at  the  wrong  place.  I  am 
glad  you  realized  your  mistake. 

Mr.  MICHEL,  f  That  would  be  only 
with  some  reservation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  will  re¬ 
call  that  I  objected  to  the  Taber  amend¬ 
ment  because  it  applied  to  co-ops.  As  I 
understand,  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
clearly  does  not  apply  to  co-ops. 

Mi-.  MICHEL.  That  is  right,  sir. 

The  QHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle- 
man'from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the  Chair 
being  in  doubt,  the  Committee  divided 
and  there  were — ayes  108,  noes  55. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  i'ead  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Michel:  On 
page  3,  line  6,  after  tbe  word  “amended”  add 
the  following  paragraph:  “Notwithstanding 
any  other  provision  of  law,  the  Flue-cured 
tobacco  acreage  allotment  which  would  oth¬ 
erwise  be  established  for  any  farm  having  a 
Flue-cured  acreage  allotment  in  1960  and 
subsequent  years  shall  not  be  less  than  2 
acres.” 

(Mr.  MICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  preface  my  remarks  in  the 
support  of  the  amendment  just  offered 
by  saying  that  I  came  into  this  Chamber 
yesterday  with  an  open  mind  relative 
to  this  bill  and  I  sat  through  the  entire 
debate  even  though  we  grow  no  tobacco 
whatsoever  on  the  farms  in  my  district. 


Ours  is  a  corn,  soybean,  and  livestock 
producing  area.  Nevertheless,  I  was 
particularly  interested  in  this  bill  be¬ 
cause  its  proponents  assert  that  they 
are  for  reducing  price  supports  on  tobac¬ 
co  and  tobacco  now  is  the  only  crop  sup¬ 
ported  at  90  percent  of  parity.  This 
certainly  is  a  departure  from  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman’s  position  of  at 
least  the  last  several  years.  The  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  and  proponents  of 
this  bill  have  stated  that  it  is  necessary 
to  lower  the  price  support  for  tobacco 
to  make  it  competitive  in  both  domestic 
and  world  markets.  This  is  a  new  ap¬ 
proach  for  it  is  the  first  time  that  I  can 
recall  that  the  chairman  has  suggested 
that  it  is  necessary  to  lower  price  sup¬ 
ports  for  any  commodity.  It  is  equally 
interesting  that  Members  now  recognize 
that  it  is  important  to  sell  commodities 
in  domestic  and  foreign  markets  rather 
than  store  them  in  Government  ware¬ 
houses.  When  it  is  said  that  tobacco 
price  supports  must  be  lowered  in  order 
to  meet  competition,  these  Members  are 
mouthing  the  very  words  of  our  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson  and  I 
personally  commend  the  Members  fox- 
taking  this  view. 

Many  Members  of  this  House  have 
traveled  the  breadth  and  width  of  this 
country  saying  that  the  solution  of  agri¬ 
culture’s  ills  is  90-percent  parity  price 
suppoi-ts.  Having  said  this  many  Mem¬ 
bers  now  advocate  the  misleading  and 
complicated  legislation  now  before  the 
House  in  order  to  lower  price  supports 
and  still  maintain  them  at  90  percent  of 
the  old  parity  foi-mula.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  afn  opposed  to  the  haphazard  method 
of  singling  out  one  crop  here  and  an¬ 
other  there  for  special  consideration 
even  though  admittedly  there  are  prob¬ 
lems  peculiar  to  certain  of  the  basic  com¬ 
modities. 

I  c"p  -ecall  in  my  12  years  here  on  the 
Hill  ing  to  debate  on  farm  legis¬ 
lation  in  the  gallery  and  here  on  the 
House  floor  and  I  have  heard  it  said  “we 
have  given  you  wheat  boys  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  write  your  section  of  the  bill, 
you  corn  boys  have  written  your  section, 
those  interested  in  cotton  have  written 
your  section,  peanuts,  yours,  tobacco, 
rice,  and  so  forth,  and  it  has  always 
made  me  feel  as  though  it  has  just  been 
one  grand  log  rolling  operation.  To  use 
the  same  logic  in  consideration  of  a  la¬ 
bor  bill,  you  would  think  all  that  was 
necessary  was  to  call  in  Mr.  Reuther, 
Mr.  Hoffa  and  Mr.  Meany  and  give  them 
precisely  what  they  want.  It  seems  to 
me  that  in  all  these  discussions  each 
special  interest  has  come  in  for  its  pay¬ 
off  and  the  general  public  be  damned. 

Now,  I  certainly  want  to  make  it  clear 
in  this  connection,  that  coming  from  a 
corn  and  soybean  producing  area  that  I 
am  not  against  the  tobacco  farmer. 
From  the  early  days  of  history,  the  rais¬ 
ing  of  tobacco  has  been  an  important 
paid;  of  the  American  economy  and  the 
chairman  yesterday  and  others  today 
have  pointed  out  the  amount  of  Federal 
revenues  derived  from  the  heavy  taxes 
imposed  upon  tobacco  users.  And  par¬ 
enthetically,  I  might  say  that  in  the 
distilling  industry,  back  in  my  area,  we 
have  the  largest  distillei-y  in  the  world, 
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and  we  are  putting  better  than  $1  mil¬ 
lion  a  day  from  one  plant  into  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Treasury  as  excise  taxes  on  dis¬ 
tilled  spirits. 

But  again,  I  must  say  that  the  bringing 
of  this  bill  before  us  aroused  my  curiosity 
and  I  asked  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  furnish  me  with  some  figures 
which  prompted  me  to  introduce  the 
amendment  to  provide  for  a  minimum 
2-acre  Flue-cured  tobacco  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  farmer  desiring  to  grow 
this  type  tobacco.  I  was  amazed  to  learn 
that  in  the  distribution  of  Flue-cured 
tobacco  allotments  for  1957  of  the  211,- 
000  total  allotments,  124,000  were  in  the 
State  of  North  Carolina  but  even  more 
astounding,  is  the  fact  that  in  1957  more 
than  9,000  had  an  allotment  of  less  than 
one-half  acre.  Do  you  realize,  gentle¬ 
men,  that  a  one -half  acre  is  no  larger 
than  the  roof  of  this  Chamber?  Better 
than  10,000-  had  an  allotment  between 
a  one-half  acre  and  a- full  acre  and  that 
better  than  27,000  had  an  allotment  less 
than  2  acres  and  that  another  25,000 
had  an  allotment  of  less  than  3  acres. 
I  am  wondering  how  these  poor  farmers 
can  eke  out  a  living  on  such  a  small  al¬ 
lotment  and  I  am  surprised  that  no  move 
has  been  made  to  alleviate  the  situation 
by  the  very  same  Members  of  this  House 
who  have  on  so  many  occasions  piously 
proported  to  be  the  champion  of  the 
small  farmer.  Could  it  be  that  the  large 
producers  are  running  the  show  so  far 
as  tobacco  legislation  is  concerned?  It 
is  almost  incredible,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
more  than  three-fourths  of  all  the  grow¬ 
ers  of  Flue-cured  tobacco,  for  example, 
have  allotments  of  less  than  4  acres  each. 
This  large  proportion  of  growers  ac¬ 
counts  for  less  than  one-half  of  the  total 
Flue-cured  acreage  allotment.  Less  than 
5  percent  of  the  growers,  the  few  large 
growers,  control  16  percent  of  the  total 
acreage.  » 

The  burley  tobacco  allotments  are 
even  smaller.  Two-thirds  of  all  the  bur- 
ley  tobacco  allotments  are  for  less  than 
seven-tenths  acre  each.  It  wouldn’t 
make  much  difference  what  the  price  is, 
just  try  to  make  a  decent  income  on  an 
allotment  that  small. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment  is  very 
simple,  it  merely  provides  that  in  1960 
and  subsequent  years  the  Flue-cured  to¬ 
bacco  acreage  allotment  which  would  be 
established  on  any  farm  shall  not  be  less 
than  2  acres.  Because  the  planting  of 
the  1959  crop  is  now  underway,  this 
provision  cannot  be  made  effective  this 
year.  While  I  am  in  complete  agree¬ 
ment  that  it  is  necessary  to  lower  to¬ 
bacco  price  supports,  I  believe  it  is 
equally  important  that  we  provide  the 
small  tobacco  farmer  with  sufficient 
acreage  to  earn  a  decent  farm  income. 
While  price  is  important,  farmers’  net 
income  is  determined  by  the  volume  he 
sells  times  the  price  he  receives  minus 
his  production  cost.  It  is  for  this  reason 
that  I  feel  the  small  tobacco  farmer 
should  have  an  acreage  allotment'  of  at 
least  2  acres  in  1960  and  subsequent 
years. 

The  average  tobacco  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  as  I  understand  it,  is  approxi¬ 
mately  2  acres.  Theer  are  more  than 
90,000  Flue-cured  tobacco  acreage  allot¬ 


ments  that  are  2  acres  or  less.  All  my 
amendment  is  intended  to  do  is  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  in  1960  and  subsequent  years 
those  tobacco  farmers  who  currently 
have  less  than  2  acres  would  at  least 
have  that  size  tobacco  acreage  allot¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Cooley  the  distinguished  chairman 
and  other  members  of  the  House  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  have  declared  that 
the  establishment  of  minimum  acreage 
allotments  is  important  if  we  are  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  family  farm.  In  an  August  1, 
1956,  report  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  on  the  family  farm,  we  find 
this  comment  on  page  24 : 

In  farm  programs  which  convey  authority 
for  production  adjustments,  specific  provi¬ 
sion  must  be  made  for  allotments  of  acres  or 
units  of  production  that  will  reflect  fair 
treatment  to  small  farmers  in  relation  to  the 
needs  of  their  families  for  a  decent  standard 
of  living.  To  this  end  specific  minimum 
allotments  should  be  made  for  the  various 
crops  under  production  adjustment  pro¬ 
grams.  The  subcommittee  in  its  field  studies 
found  great  hardships  among  sihall  farmers 
resulting  from  the  constriction  of  their  al¬ 
lotted  acres  below  the  necessities  of  the  farm 
families.  These  hardships,  and  their  solu¬ 
tion  through  minimum  allotments,  should 
be  the  concern  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  Congress,  and  the  Nation. 

By  my  amendment  here  today,  I  am 
merely  trying  to  carry  out  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  insofar  as  it  would  apply  to 
Flue-cured  tobacco  growers. 

I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Cooley,  Mr. 
McMillan,  Mr.  Abbitt,  and  Mr.  Matth¬ 
ews — all  of  whom  come  from  areas 
where  Flue-cured  tobacco  is  important — 
if  a  2-acre  allotment  would  not  be  of 
assistance  to  their  small  tobacco  grow¬ 
ers.  They  have  indicated  that  it  would 
by  the  very  fact  that  they  signed  the 
House  committee  report  on  the  family 
farm,  which  urges  minimum  allotments 
to  protect  the  small  family  farms.  Since 
they  made  this  recommendation,  I 
assume  that  they  will  support  my 
amendment.  . 

I  would  like  to  also  ask  Mr.  Watts 
and  others  from  the  burley  tobacco  area, 
that  since  they  now  have  a  provision  in 
the  law  to  protect  the  small  burley  to¬ 
bacco  grower,  that  a  provision  to  protect 
the  small  flue-cured  grower  would  also 
be  equally  important  and  desirable. 

Since  many  Members  have  made 
numerous  speeches  throughout  this 
country  of  their  interest  in  the  small 
family  farm,  I  presume  that  they  will 
be  willing  to  take  the  words  that  they 
have  said  and  translate  them  into  actual 
action  by  supporting  my  amendment  to 
provide  at  least  2  acres  for  the  small 
flue-cured  tobacco  growers.  This  is 
your  opportunity,  it  seems  to  me,  to  in¬ 
dicate  if  you  are  really  for  the  small 
family  farm  or  whether  you  have  been 
giving  this  idea  mere  lip  service  in  your 
various  speeches. 

Currently  the  law  provides  for  pro¬ 
tection  for  the  small-family  farmer  in 
the  case  of  burley  tobacco,  cotton,  and 
wheat.  I  s&e  no  reason  why  similar  pro¬ 
visions  should  not  be  made  for  the  flue- 
cured  tobacco  growers. 

To  me,  it  makes  a  great  deal  of  sense 
if  we  are  going  to  lower  the  price  sup¬ 


ports  for  tobacco  farmers — and  I  am  in 
complete  agreement  that  this  is  neces¬ 
sary — that  at  the  same  time  we  provide 
the  small  family  size  tobacco  farmer 
with  at  least  enough  acreage  so  that  he 
can  earn  a  decent  farm  income.  I  pre¬ 
sume  the  Chairman  and  his  distin¬ 
guished  colleagues  are  for  the  small 
family  tobacco  grower  and  that  they 
will  support  my  amendment. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  gladly  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Could  the  gentleman 
inform  us  how  much  this  amendment 
would  increase  the  overall  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  flue -cured  tobacco? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  I  am  not  in  a 
position  to  give. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  Would  it  increase  production? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  I  am  not  fully 
prepared  to  say,  although  I  cannot  con¬ 
ceive  that  it  would,  in  view  of  my  not 
changing  the  countrywide  quota. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Can  the  gentleman 
tell  us  how  much  additional  this  would 
cost  the  Government;  how  much  more 
it  would  cost  in  storage  than  the  present 
program? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Frankly,  I  do  not 
think  it  would  cost  a  dime  more. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Does  the  gentleman 
not  agree  that  it  would  produce  more 
tobacco? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Not  necessarily. 

Mr.  DEROUNIAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  DEROUNIAN.  Is  it  not  about 
time  to  write  a  section  for  the  consumer 
in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  That  is  exactly  the 
point  that  I  was  trying  to  make.  In  all 
this  debate  the  public  seems  to  be 
damned  while  the  voices  of  special  in¬ 
terest  reign  supreme.  We  in  the  corn 
producing  area,  might  very  well  be  guilty 
of  this  too,  but  I  say  it  is  wrong. 

Mr.  BECKWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BECKWORTH.  Did  the  gentle¬ 
man  find  out  how  many  people  have  gone 
out  of  the  business  of  growing  tobacco, 
say,  in  the  last  5,  10,  .or  15  years,  because 
of  small  allotments? 

Mr.  MICHEL.  No;  but  I  should  say 
that  that  must  certainly  be  the  case  in 
point. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  unfortunately  the  au¬ 
thor  of  the  amendment  is  not  able  to  tell 
us  just  what  the  effect  of  his  amendment 
will  be.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  about 
92,000  allotments  would  be  involved. 
They  are  the  farmers  with  allotments  be¬ 
low  2  acres.  In  North  Carolina  we  have 
more  little  farmers  than  any  State  in 
the  Union.  I  do  not  recall  having  re¬ 
ceived  a  single  petition  from  a  single 
farmer  in  North  Carolina  asking  us  to 
establish  a  minimum  acreage  allotment 
for  Flue-cured  tobacco.  It  is  rather 
strange'  that  the  author  of  the  amend- 
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ment  who  represents  a  district  in  which 
tobacco  is  not  even  grown  should  feel  that 
it  is  necessary  for  him  to  come  to  the 
rescue  of  the  people  that  we,  from  the 
tobacco  districts,  represent. 


Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  my 
good  chairman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly,  I  yield  to 
my  colleague. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  During  the  course  of 
the  debate,  time  and  time  again  the  good 
chairman  criticized  Members  on  our  side 
for  being  against  the  small  farmer. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No,  no,  that  is  not  so. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  want  to  help  the 
small  farmer,  if  I  can  by  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment.  - 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No,  I  was  not  criticiz¬ 
ing  the  gentleman  for  being  against  the 
small  farmer.  I  know  that  the  small 
farmer  has  friends  everywhere,  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  But  to  give  you  an 
illustration,  in  Kentucky  in  the  burley 
area  they  had  a  minimum  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  Then  they  found  they  could  not 
possibly  live  with  it.  They  came  to  the 
Congress  and  asked  for  the  repeal  of  that 
provision.  Nobody  appeared  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  repeal  of  the  minimum  acre¬ 
age  allotment  in  the  burley  area.  Now 
you  intend  to  impose  a  minimum  acreage 
allotment  on  the  Flue-cured  tobacco 
growing  area  and  you  do  not  have  any 
idea  how  much  more  it  is  going  to  cost 
the  Government,  and,  definitely,  it  is 
going  to  cost  the  Government  a  _sub- 
stantial  amount  more  and  it  will  increase 
the  acreage  on  one  hand  while  we  are 
trying  desperately  to  decrease  the  acre¬ 
age  on  the  other. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  All  that  I  am  trying  to 
do  in  the  overall  allotments  is  that  the 
allotment  be  taken  from  the  big  and  be 
given  to  the  small.  No  one  tyho  does 
not  have  an  allotment  now  could  be 
qualified  in  1960  unless  he  had  an  allot¬ 
ment  in  1959. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  certainly  would  not  accom¬ 
plish  what  the  gentleman  says  he  intends 
to  accomplish. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Why  not? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Because  it  does  not 
take  it  away  from  the  large  grower  and 
give  it  to  the  small  grower.  You  pro¬ 
vide  only  that  the  acreage  on  any  farm 
should  not  be  less  than  2  acres.  There¬ 
fore,  you  are  merely  adding  to  the  acre¬ 
age  while  we  are  trying  to  reduce  the 
acreage.  I  am  quite  certain  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  would  oppose  the 


Mr.  Chairman,  to  aid  the  House  in  un¬ 
derstanding  what  is  proposed  here,  I 
offer  this  table  showing  the  distribution 
of  Flue-cured  tobacco  allotments  in  1957 
by  size  groups  : 


gentleman’s  amendment  and  I,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the'  committee,  oppose  it  because 
I  know  it  is  not  wanted.  It  seems  to 
me  if  it  was  wanted,  the  people  who 
are  iriterested  would  be  asking  for  it. 
The  small  grower — and  in  North  Caro¬ 
lina  there  are  little  growers  with  only 
one-half  acre — have  not  asked  us  a  mini¬ 
mum  in  the  law,  as  you  propose. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POiAGE.  Does  this  not  simply 
show  that  this  is  another  one  of  those 
amendments  that  is  brought  up  here 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  with  just  about 
as  much  thought  as  that  two  weeks  ago 
when  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  apolo¬ 
gized  for  it.  And  is  this  not  one  of  those 
cases  that  has  not  had  '  any  more 
thought  either  as  to  what  would  be  its 
effect? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
should  be  consistent  and  let  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee  work  out  this  problem, 
which  we  will  consider  when  someone 
urges  us  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHELF.  I  do  not  yield  to  any¬ 
body  in  the  protection  of  my  little  farm¬ 
ers.  Let  me  say  to  you  one  thing  right 
now.  If  I  thought  that  this  was  feasi¬ 
ble,  and  if  I  thought  this  would  help  our 
program,  I  would  be  the  one  to  offer  the 
amendment.. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Why,  certainly. 

Mr.  CHELF.  And  I  say  to  you  right 
now  it  will  wreck  our  program.  It  will 
do  away  with  our  cash  crop.  Why,  you 
talk  about  the  little  fellow  being  des¬ 
troyed?  Why,  I  have  as  many  as  you 
have. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  I  do  not  propose  by 
my  amendment  to  change  the  overall 
quota  for  tobacco.  ^ 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
should  give  the  matter  more  considera¬ 
tion  than  he  has  given  it.  I  would  like 
to  make  it  3  or  4  acres — you  know  I 
would — but  I  do  not  want  to  wreck  this 
program. 


In  any  event,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for 
the  defeat  of  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Before  we  leave  the  bill 
altogether,  would  the  gentleman  and 
this  committee  give  the  corn  farmers  of 
this  country  the  same  consideration  that 
here  today  is  being  given  to  the  tobacco 
growers? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Did  the  gentleman  re¬ 
fer  to  the  corn  farmers? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  have  been  con¬ 
sidering  feed  grains  legislation  for  6 
months  and  we  have  a  bill  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Rules.  If  you  can 
get  the  Committee  on  Rules  to  report  it 
out,  we  will  bring  it  here  and  give  it 
all  the  consideration  possible. 

Mr.  GROSS.  All  the  consideration 
possible?  Will  you  give  the  corn  farm¬ 
ers  the  same  consideration  that  is  here 
today  being  given  to  the  tobacco  grow¬ 
ers. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes,  sir;  I  will  vote  to 
give  you  the  lower  of  either  the  old  or 
the  new  parity. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  believe  that  this  one 
point  should  be  made.  This  amendment 
would  be  applicable  to  the  1959  crops  and 
all  of  the  allotments  have  already  been 
made  for  1959  and  it  would  be  breaking 
the  faith  with  all  of  the  farmers  to  whom 
allotments  have  been  given  for  this  year. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  say  that  this  applied  to  the 
crop  of  1959? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  So  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  has  stated. 

Mr.  MICHEL.  It  specifically  does  not, 
in  my  amendment. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  3  addi¬ 
tional  minutes  in  view  of  the  interrup¬ 
tions. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
good  friend  from  Illinois,  a  member  of 
our  Subcommittee  on  Agriculture  Ap¬ 
propriations,  is  a  fine  person.  The  De¬ 
partment  used  to  prepare  questions  for 
our  friend  Charlie  Vursell  to  ask  in  the 
committee,  but  Charlie’s  glasses  were  bad 
and  somebody  had  to  read  some  of  the 
questions  for  him my  friend  Bob  is  an 
improvement.  When^  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Michel]  offered  the 
amendment  he  said  it  did  not  apply  to 
any  production  in  his  district,  that  his 
district  did  not  get  any  benefit  out  of  this 
bill.  Recently  when  our  appropriation 
bill  was  before  the  House  I  said  that  any 
man  was  entitled  to  be  local  for  at  least 
1  year  on  the  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee;  but  it  is  a  national  position,  apd 


Size  of  allotments 

North 

Carolina 

Florida 

Alabama 

Georgia 

South 

Carolina 

Virginia 

Total 

From  0.01  through  0.50 . . . 

9,  655 

570 

71 

'  1,619 

4,225 

1,695 

17, 835 

From  0.51  through  1 - - 

10, 176 

805 

49 

2,  758 

3, 104 

2,  336 

19,  228 

From  1.01  through  2 _ 

27, 320 

2,913 

82 

11,341 

6, 427 

7,  211 

55,  294 

From  2.01  through  3 _ 

25, 383 

1, 175 

54 

6,  049 

4,  396 

4, 151 

41,208 

From  3.01  through  4 . . . . . - 

17, 135 

565 

14 

2, 632 

3, 027 

3, 194 

26,  567 

From  4.01  through  5 - - 

10,  387 

289 

12 

1,574 

1,801 

1,994 

16, 057 

From  5.01  through  6 _ _ _ 

6,777 

161 

4 

812 

1,164 

1.129 

10,  047 

From  0.01  through  7 . . . A 

3,996 

77 

2 

445 

666 

624 

6,810 

From  7.01  through  8 . . 

2, 929 

63 

1 

331 

494 

396 

4,214 

From  8.01  through  9 . . . 

2,148 

53 

0 

■  250 

393 

298 

3, 142 

From  9.01  through  10 . . 

1,489 

30 

0 

130 

307 

201 

2, 157 

From  10.01  through  20 . . . . 

5,320 

88 

♦  4 

437 

957 

530 

7, 336 

From  20.01  through  50 . . . 

1,  499 

11 

0 

90 

213 

98 

1,911 

From  50.01  through  100. . . . 

197 

1 

0 

4 

16 

9 

227 

From  100.01  through  200 . . 

30 

0 

0 

1 

3 

1 

35 

Over  200 . . 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

Total  number  of  allotments . . 

124,  446 

6,801 

293 

28, 473 

27, 193 

23, 867 

211,  073 
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after  the  first  year  it  was  my  thought 
that  he  ought  to  look  at  the  national 
aspects  of  this  matter.  I  had  reference 
to  that  subcommittee.  I  did  not  mean 
that  for  every  one  of  the  committees,  of 
course.  / . 

We  have  before  us  an  amendment  that 
does  not  affect  the  gentleman’s  district. 
He  has  corn  in  his  district  and  there  is 
no  control  on  corn  and  it  has  a  $1.12 
price  support.  For  most  of  us  it  is  so 
easy  to  point  out  what  should  be  done 
in  areas  where  other  people  know  more 
about  it. 

I  have  served  on  the  Subcommittee  on 
Agriculture  Appropriations  for  14  years. 
In  my  experience  the  problems  have  been 
so  complicated  that  I  do  not  know  as 
much  about  the  tobacco  program  after 
14  years  of  study  as  I  should.  I  have  a 
different  view  of  the  basic  approach.  I 
yield  my  views,  however,  to  those  who 
live  with  the  problem. 

Let  me  say  again  that  price  supports 
are  made  necessary  by  the  other  laws 
that  we  have  on  our  statute  books  giving 
labor  the  right  to  organize,  giving  labor 
the  right  to  strike,  giving  labor  minimum 
wages*  and  industry’s  having  the  right 
to  make  up  its  own  profits  through  cost- 
plus  and  other  laws  on  the  statute  books. 
If  we  are  not  to  wreck  our  economy,  agri¬ 
culture  has  got  to  have  the  right  to  meet 
the  changing  practices  in  industry  and 
labor  or  our  whole  economy  will  go  down 
in  total  collapse. 

The  tragedy  of  the  policy  our  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  is  following,  includ¬ 
ing  the  wasted  money  spent  on  the  con¬ 
servation  and  acreage  reserve  programs, 
programs  sponsored  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  and  administered  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  and  yet  the  waste¬ 
ful  practices  under  his  administration 
are  being  used  to  inflame  the  88  percent 
of  the  nonfarmers  against  the  farmers 
on  any  program.  Looking  around  me  I 
see  Members  who  due  to  this  buildup  of 
public  sentiment,  on  erroneous  informa¬ 
tion  back  home,  are  afraid  to  vote  for 
any  program,  however  sound. 

Let  me  say  to  you  that  the  farmers 
are  entitled  to  fyave  their  share  of  the 
law,  necessary  to  protect  their  share 
in  the  economy  of  this  Nation  on  the 
same  basis  with  industry  and  labor ;  and, 
for  the  good  of  the  whole  economy,  a 
balance  must  be  retained. 

My  friend  has  said  he  got  a  whole  lot 
of  figures  from  the  Department.  As  to 
how  those  figures  are  applied  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  opinion.  But  he  very  significantly 
said  that  he  had  not  asked  how  much  the 
total  production  was  at  any  time  or  how 
much  his  amendment  would  add.  v 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  farmers  are  not 
entitled  to  these  protections  to  offset 
other  laws  unless  they  are  willing  to  do 
the  things  that  make  protection  possi¬ 
ble;  until  they  are  willing  to  do  their 
parts,  and  their  part  means  that  they 
have  got  to  pull  their  production  down 
into  line  with  domestic  and  foreign 
markets,  and  I  am  saying  to  you  that 
in  the  guise  of  this  type  of  amendment 
the  effect  is  to  increase  total  production. 
This  oversupply  will  then  be  used  by 
these  opposed  to  farm  programs  to  de¬ 
stroy  all  Government  programs. 


Let  us  listen  to  the  people  who  five 
with  this  problem,  who  are  dependent 
upon  present  markets  and  future 
markets,  people  who  are  dependent  on 
income  from  tobacco.  The  other  day 
the  House  adopted  the  Taber  amend¬ 
ment  placing  $50,000  gross  limitation  on 
the  volume  of  production  that  any  per¬ 
son  could  place  under  price  supports. 
This  forces  such  production  not  eligible 
for  loans  on  the  domestic  market.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  will  break  the  market  and  there¬ 
fore  all  production  per  person  under 
$50,000  will  go  into  the  hands  of  the 
Government.  The  ineligible  production 
will  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  program. 
If  Mr.  Benso'h  has  not  done  enough  to 
wreck  the  farm  program,  my  friend 
John  Taber  did  the  rest  when  he  put 
over  his  amendment  leaving  part  of  pro¬ 
duction  out  and  part  in. 

I  am  telling  my  friends  on  the  Repub¬ 
lican  side  that  this  thing  will  catch  up 
with  them  in  September  and  October  of 
I960,  just  before  the  next  election.  It 
looks  as  though  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  Mr.  Benson,  the  President,  and 
others  will  be  in  here  just  before  the  elec¬ 
tions  in  1960  as  they  were  in  1956'when 
they  sponsored  that  $2.7  billion  thing 
known  as  the  soil  bank  requesting  that 
$1.6  billion  be  paid  to  the  farmers  in 
September  and  October  of  1956  just  be¬ 
fore  the  election.  So  it  is  my  feeling 
that  in  September  and  October  of  1960 
you  are  going  to  be  in  here  with  some 
synthetic,  foolish,  ridiculous  program 
like  your  acreage  reserve  which  your 
President  now  says  is  no  good,  which 
your-  Secretary  of  Agriculture  says  is  no 
good,  and  which  Congress,  says  is  no 
good,  and  so  we  kicked  it  out.  The 
farmers  do  not  want  such  a  program. 
They  want  their  fair  share  of  the  law, 
reasonable  profits,  and  a  long-range 
marketing  program.  If  this  cannot  be 
given  them  you  are  going  to  answer  for 
it,  in  my  opinion,  not  merely  by  farm 
votes,  but  in  the  disastrous  effect  on  the 
economy. 

Remember  a  drastic  break  in  farm 
prices  and  income  led  off  the  depression 
of  the  1920’s.  It  appears  that  the  De¬ 
partment  and  many  others  do  not  recog¬ 
nize  that  neither  agriculture,  industry, 
nor  labor  can  go  down  into  depression 
without  pulling  down  the  rest — again 
like  in  the  1920’s,  agricultural  net  in¬ 
come  from  the  farm  is  being  forced'  to 
a  level  which  will  pull  down  all  the  rest. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  my  intention  to  vote  against  S.  1901, 
the  tobacco  bill,  and  H.R.  7246,  the 
Wheat  bill,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
do  the  same. 

Any  extension  of  our  present  farm 
subsidy  program  is  bound,  by  its  very 
nature,  to  do  more  harm  than  good  to 
our  farmers,  our  consumers  and  our  tax¬ 
payers. 

The  farmers  are  paying  for  these  sub¬ 
sidies  with  their  freedom,  the  consumers 
are  paying  with  higher  prices  for  farm 
products  and  taxpayers — and  that  in¬ 
cludes  all  of  us — are  paying  tremendous¬ 


ly  through  wasted  Federal  effort  in  the 
wrong  direction. 

At  a  time  when  we  should  be  taking 
dramatic  steps  toward  lifting  all  farm 
subsidy  regulations,  we  now  find  our¬ 
selves  with  bills  which  would  further 
pile  Government  regulation  on  top  of 
Government  regulation,  expand  further 
the  artificial  fiscal  devices  which  have 
created  our  present  predicaments,  in¬ 
crease  taxes  for  a  program  which  is 
going  nowhere  except  toward  bankruptcy 
and  impose  further  shackles  on  the 
farmer  by  dictating  the  amount  of  crops 
he  can  raise. 

Our  agricultural  economy  is  in  a  state 
of  extreme  imbalance,  ready  to  topple 
with  the  first  breath  of  competition.  We 
cannot  improve  this  precarious  situation 
by  piling  additional  regulations  on  top 
of  this  already  topheavy  situation.  We 
must  build  a  broad  and  substantial  base 
which  does  not  ignore  laws  of  economics 
which  are  as  irrefutable  as  the  law  of 
gravity. 

The  only  method  by  which  we  can  con¬ 
vince  our  farmers  that  they  should  grow 
for  the  marketplace  instead  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  warehouse  is  to  allow  free  mar¬ 
ket  conditions  to  prevail.  That  is  the 
only  method  by  which  we  will  restore 
dignity  and  integrity  to  our  farmers, 
confidence  in  our  lawmakers  by  our  tax¬ 
payers  and  fair  prices  to  our  consumers. 

The  bills  before  us  today  will  further 
increase  the  tremendous  sums  which 
have  been  spent  to  salvage  our  hopeless 
farm  program.  For  the  current  fiscal 
year,  we  set  a  new  high  of  $5.4  billion  in 
Federal  funds  used  to  try  to  stabilize 
farm  prices  and  income.  This  compares 
with  $3.2  billion  spent  in  fiscal  1958  and 
only  $2.1  billion  spent  in  1953. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  invest¬ 
ments  in  farm  goods  is  expected  to  reach 
$9.8  billion  by  June  30,  1960,  compared 
to  $1.4  billion  at  a  similar  time  in  1952. 

Wheat  will  make  up  about  35  percent 
of  this  total  investment  by  the  end  of 
the  next  fiscal  year,  and  wheat  and  feed 
grains  together  will  account  for  near  78 
percent. 

The  larger  surplus  -stocks  which  our 
Federal  Government  is  now  holding  and 
will  hold  in  the  future- are  also  costing 
our-  Federal  Treasury  dearly.  Inven¬ 
tories  plus  interest  will  amount  to  $1.3 
billion  for  the  next  fiscal  year  under  our 
present  programs.  Unless  we  are  suc¬ 
cessful  in  reducing  these  ridiculous 
stockpiles  to  more  realistic  levels,  our 
taxpayers  are  going  to  have  to  continue 
to  foot  the  bill  for  these  needless  ex¬ 
penditures. 

For  instance,  we  will  have  1.4  billion 
bushels  of  wheat  in  storage  by  the  end  of 
the  next  fiscal  year — almost  two  and 
one-half  times  our  annual  domestic  con¬ 
sumption.  All  of  our  wheat  exports 
have  to  be  subsidized  because  our  artifi¬ 
cial  controls  have  priced  us  entirely  out 
of  the  world  market. 

From  the  state  of  affairs  in  which  our 
Nation’s  investment  in  agriculture  now 
finds  itself,  there  is  no  doubt  that  our 
taxpayers  are  going  to  have  to  pay  larger 
and  larger  amounts  to  keep  this  program 
going.  The  worst  part  of  it  is  that  there 
is  no  end  in  sight.  We  are  going  abso¬ 
lutely  nowhere  with  our  price  support 
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and  farm  subsidy  programs.  We  will 
surely  lose  our  world  markets  if  present 
practices  prevail.  We  will  encourage 
more  and  more  production  of  farm  goods 
on  fewer  acres,  meanwhile  penalizing 
those  farmers  whose  crops  are  outside 
the  price  support  program  by  forcing 
them  to  pay  higher  feed  costs. 

We  must  decide  where  we  are  going, 
whether  we  are  to  choose  the  path  of 
freedom  for  our  farmers,  whether  we  are 
to  continue  investing  in  a  program  which 
only  serves  to  make  our  problems  worse 
in  the  long  run,  whether  we  are  to  pile 
tax  on  top  of  tax  and  debt  on  top  of 
debt  to  go  nowhere. 

Either  we  choose  freedom  or  we  choose 
economic  slavery,  with  our  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  holding  the  club  and  the  carrot 
over  the  economic  welfare  of  each  of  our 
farmers.  Either  we  compete  in  world 
markets  or  we  draw  into  a  turtle-like 
shell,  forced  out  of  world  trade  by  our 
own  folly.  Either  we  stop  this  whole¬ 
sale  Government  regulation  of  a  large 
sfegment  of  our  people  or  we  give  them 
a  chance  to  think  and  act  for  themselves. 

In  my  mind,  this  issue  is  clear.  I  in¬ 
tend  to  oppose  all  extensions  of  our  sub¬ 
sidy  program  and  our  price  support 
programs,  and  to  cast  my  vote  in  favor 
of  those  bills  which  will  return  the  right 
of  self-determination  to  our  farmers, 
fairness  to  our  taxpayers  who  are  pay¬ 
ing  for  these  programs  and  fair  prices 
to  our  consumers. 

Mi-.  BOLAND.'  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  bill.  This  legislation  is' 
necessary  if  we  are  going  to  have  tobacco* 
price  stabilization. 

The  tobacco  growers  of  the  Connecti¬ 
cut  Valley  in  my  congressional  district 
in  western  Massachusetts,  who  produce 
binder  types  51  and  52  are  not  included 
and  have  so  informed  me.  Under  leave, 

I  include  a  telegram  I  received  from  Mr. 
Samuel  J.  Orr,  general  manager  of  the 
Connecticut-Massachusetts  Tobacco  Co¬ 
operative: 

Holyoke,  Mass.,  June  1, 1959. 
U.S.  Representative  Edward  P.  Boland, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  your  support  of  the  Cooper-Jor- 
dan  bill  already  passed  by  Senate  concerning 
tobacco  price  stabilization,  originally  intro¬ 
duced  as  H.R.  5058.  We  urge  that  you  vigor¬ 
ously  oppose  crippling  amendments  to  this 
much  needed  legislation. 

Samuel  J.  Orr, 

General  Manager,  Connecticut-Massa¬ 
chusetts  Tobacco  Cooperative. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Connecticut  Valley 
binder  typek  51  and  52  are  not  included 
under  provisions  of  this  legislation.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  recently  pro¬ 
vided  a  revised  method  of  computing 
parity  prices  for  this  tobacco  under  the 
authority  of  section  301(a)  (1)  (F)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 
That  section  provides  that  whenever  the 
parity  price  of  a  commodity  is  seriously 
out  of  line,  the  Secretary  shall  make  ap¬ 
propriate  revision  of  the  method  of  com¬ 
puting  the  parity  price  for  such  com¬ 
modity.  Last  year  producers  requested 
the  Secretary  to  review  the  parity  price 
for  these  types  51  and  52  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  subsequently  established  lower 
parity  prices  for  them.  Nevertheless,  the 
Connecticut  Valley  tobacco  growers 


favor  this  legislation  because  it  will  sta¬ 
bilize  tobacco  prices  and  it  is  good  for  the 
entire  tobacco  industry. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Abbitt]  has  pointed  out,  the  tobacco  pro¬ 
gram,  so  far  as  price  support  is  con¬ 
cerned,  has  never  cost  the  American  tax¬ 
payers  any  money,  but  it  has  brought 
billions  of  dollars  in  revenue  into  the 
Treasury. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Delaney,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (S.  1901)  to  amend  section  101(c)  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  act 
of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect 
the  level  of  support  for  tobacco,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  House  Resolution  286,  he  reported 
the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  an 
amendment  adopted  by  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time  and  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

-  The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hoeven  moves  to  recommit  the  bill  S. 
1801  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  with 
the  instructions  tb  report  the  same  back  to 
the  House  forthwith  with  the  following 
amendment:  On  page  1,  line  9,  strike  out  the 
wdrds  “each  subsequent  crop”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  words  “the  1959,  1960,  and 
1961  crops.” 

And  on  page  2,  line  2,  insert  a  period  after 
the  word  “crop”  and  strike  out  the  rest  of 
line  2  and  strike  out  lines  3  through  22. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  138,  nays  260,  not  voting  36 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  75] 

YEAS— 138 


Adair 

Berry 

Chiperfield 

Alger 

Betts 

Church 

Allen 

Bolton 

Collier 

Arends 

Bosch 

Conte 

Auchincloss 

Bow 

Corbett 

Avery 

Boyle 

Cramer 

Baldwin 

Bray 

Curtin 

Barr 

Broomfield 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Barry 

Brown,  Ohio 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Bass,  N.H. 

Budge 

Dague 

Bates 

Bush 

Derounian 

Baumhart 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Derwinski 

Becker 

Cahill 

Devine 

Belcher 

Cederberg 

Dixon 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Chamberlain 

Dooley 

Bentley 

Chenoweth 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Dwyer 

Laird 

Rees,  Kans. 

Fenton 

Latta 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Fino 

Lindsay 

Riehlman 

Ford 

Lipscomb 

Robison 

Frelinghuysen 

McCuUoch 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Fulton 

McDonough 

St.  George 

Gavin 

McDowell 

Saylor 

Goodell 

Mclntire 

Schenck 

Grifiin 

Macdonald 

Scherer 

Griffiths 

Machrowicz 

Schwengel 

Gross 

Mack,  Wash. 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Halleck 

Madden 

Smith,  Calif. 

Halpern 

Martin 

Springer 

Henderson 

Mason 

Stratton 

Hess 

Meader 

Taber 

Hiestand 

Merrow 

Taylor 

Hoeven 

Michel 

Teague,  Calif. 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Holt 

Milliken 

Utt 

Holtzman 

Minshall 

Van  Pelt 

Horan 

Moore 

Van  Zandt 

Hosmer 

Mumma 

Wainwright 

Jackson 

Norblad 

Wallhauser 

Jensen 

Osmers 

Weaver 

Johansen 

Ostertag 

Weis 

Judd 

Pelly 

Westland 

Keith 

Pillion 

Wharton 

Kilburn 

Pirnie 

Widnall 

Knox 

Quie 

Wilson 

Lafore 

Ray 

Younger 

NAYS— 260 

Abbitt 

Farbstein  ‘ 

Libonati 

Abernethy 

Fascell 

McCormack 

Addonizio 

Feighan 

McFall 

Albert 

Fisher 

McGinley 

Alexander 

Flood 

McGovern 

Alford 

Flynn 

McMillan 

Andersen, 

Flynt 

McSween 

Minn. 

Fogarty 

Mack,  Ill. 

Anderson, 

Foley 

Magnuson 

Mont. 

Forand 

Mahon 

Andrews 

Forrester 

Marshall 

Ashley 

Fountain 

Matthews 

Ashmore 

Frazier 

May 

Aspinall 

Friedel 

Metcalf 

Bailey 

Gallagher 

‘Meyer 

Baker 

Gary 

Miller,  Clem 

Barden 

Gathings 

Mills 

Barrett 

George 

Mitchell 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Giaimo 

Moeller 

Beckworth 

Granahan 

Monagan 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Grant 

Montoya 

Blatnik 

Green,  Oreg. 

Moorhead 

Blitch 

Green,  Pa. 

Morgan 

Boggs 

Hagen 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Boland 

Haley 

Morris,  Okla. 

Bonner 

Hall 

Morrison 

Bowles 

Hardy 

Moss 

Brademas 

Hargis 

Multer 

Breeding 

Harmon 

Murphy 

Brewster  - 

Harris 

Murray 

Brock 

Harrison 

Natcher 

Brooks,  La. 

Hays 

Nelsen 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Hubert 

Nix 

Brown,  Ga. 

Hechler 

Norrell 

Brown,  Mo. 

Hemphill 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Burdick 

Herlong 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Hogan 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Burleson 

Holifield 

O’Konski 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Holland 

O’Neill 

Cannon 

Huddleston 

Oliver 

Carnahan 

Hull 

Passman 

Carter 

Ikard 

Patman 

Celler 

Irwin 

Perkins 

Chelf 

Jaiman 

Pfost 

Clark 

Jennings 

Philbin 

Coad 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Pilcher 

Coffin 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Poage 

Cohelan 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Poff 

Colmer 

Jonas 

Porter 

Cook 

Jones,  Ala. 

Powell 

Cooley 

Jones,  Mo. 

Price 

Cunningham 

Karsten 

Prokop 

Daddario 

Karth 

Pucinski 

Daniels 

Kasem 

Quigley 

Davis,  Ga. 

Kastenmeier 

Rabaut 

Dawson 

Kee 

Rains 

Delaney 

Kelly 

Randall 

Dent 

Keogh 

Reuss 

Denton 

Kilday 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Diggs 

Kilgore 

Riley 

Dingell 

King,  Calif. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Dollinger 

King,  Utah 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Donohue 

Kirwan 

Roberts 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Kitchin 

Rodino 

Dowdy 

Kluczynski 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Doyle 

Kowalski 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Dulski 

Landrum 

Rooney 

Durham 

Lane 

Roosevelt 

Edmondson 

Langen 

Rostenkowski 

Elliott 

Lankford 

Roush 

Everett 

Lennon 

Rutherford 

Evins 

Lesinski 

Santangelo 

Fallon 

Levering 

Saund 

9422 

o 

Scott 

Steed 

Vinson 

Selden 

Stubblefield 

Wampler 

Sheppard 

Sullivan 

Watts 

Shipley 

Teague,  Tex. 

Whitener 

Short 

Teller 

Whitten 

Sikes 

Thomas 

Wier 

Siler 

Thompson,  N.J.  Williams 

Sisk 

Thompson,  Tex. Willis 

Slack 

Thornberry 

Winstead 

Smith,  Iowa 

Toll 

Yates 

Smith,  Kans. 

Trimble 

Young 

Smith,  Miss. 

Tuck  v 

Zablocki 

Smith,  Va. 

Udall 

Zelenko 

Spence 

Ullman 

Staggers 

Vanik 

NOT  VOTING— 

36 

Anfuso 

Glenn 

Preston  \ 

Ayres 

Gray 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Baring 

Gubser 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bolling 

Healey 

Shelley 

Boykin 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Broyhill 

Johnson,  Md. 

Thompson,  La. 

Buckley 

Kearns 

Tollefson 

Burke,  Ky. 

Loser 

Walter 

Canfield 

Mailliard 

Withrow 

Casey 

Miller, 

Wolf 

Davis,  Tenn. 

George  P. 

Wright 

Downing 

Moulder 

Garmatz 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Gubser  for,  with  Mr.  Reece  of  Ten¬ 
nessee  against. 

Mr.  Baring  for,  with  Mr.  Preston  against. 

Mr.  Simpson  of  Pennsylvania  for,  with  Mr. 
G  -  rmatz  against. 

Mr.  Kearns  for,  with  Mr.  Loser  against. 

Mr.  Glenn  for,  with  Mr.  Anfuso  against. 

Mr.  Tollefson  for,  with  Mr.  Buckley  against. 

* 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Healey  with  Mr.  Ayres. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Broyhill. 

Mr.  Shelley  with  Mr.  Canfield. 

Mr.  George  P.  Miller  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan. 

Mr.  Burke,  of  Kentucky  with  Mr.  Mailliard. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr. 
Withrow. 

Mr.  McINTIRE  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded.  v,  N  > 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KING  of  Utah*  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  250,  nays  149,  not  voting  35 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  76] 

YEAS— 250 


Abbitt 

Brademas 

Dollinger, 

Abernethy 

Bray 

Donohue 

Albert 

Breeding 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Alexander 

Brewster 

Dowdy 

Alford 

Brock 

Doyle 

Andersen, 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Dulski 

Minn. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Durham 

Anderson, 

Brown,  Mo. 

Edmondson 

Mont. 

Budge 

Elliott 

Andrews 

Burdick 

Everett 

Ashmore 

Burke,  Mass. 

Evins 

Aspinall 

Burleson 

Fallon 

Avery 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Fascell 

Ayres 

Cannon 

Flood 

Bailey 

Carnahan 

Flynn 

Baker 

Carter 

Flynt 

Barden 

Celler 

Folpy 

Barrett 

Chelf 

Forand 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Chenoweth 

Forrester 

Bsckworth 

Coad 

Form  tain 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Cohelan 

Frazier 

Berry 

Colmer 

Friedel 

Blatnik 

Cook 

Gary 

Blitch 

Cooley 

Gathings 

Boggs 

Daddario 

George 

Boland 

Davis,  Ga. 

Giaimo 

Bonner 

Dawson 

Granahan 

Bowles 

Denton 

Grant 

Boykin 

Dingell 

Green,  Pa. 

Gross 

Hagen 

Haley 

Hall 

Hardy 

Hargis 

Harmon 

Harris 

Harrison 

Hays 

Hubert 

Hechler 

Hemphill 

Herlong 

Hogan 

Holifield 

Holland 

Horan 

Huddleston 

Hull 

Ikard 

Jarman 

Jennings 

Jensen 

Johnson,  Calif. 
Johnson,  Colo. 
Johnson,  Wis. 
Jonas 
Jones,  Ala. 
Jones,  Mo. 
Judd 
Karsten 
_  Karth 
Kasem 
Kastenmeier 
Kee 
Keogh 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
King,  Calif. 
Kirwan  / 
Kitchin 
Kluczynski 
Kowalski 
Landrum 
Lane 
Langen 
Lankford  - 
Lennon 
Lesinski 
Levering 
Libonati 
McCormack 
McCulloch 
McFall 


Adair 

Addonizio 

Alger 

Allen 

Arends 

Ashley 

Auchincloss 

Baldwin 

Barr 

Barry 

Pass,  N.H. 

Bates 

Baumhart 

Becker 

Belcher 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Bentley 

Betts 

Bolton 

Bosch 

Bow 

Boyle 

Broomfield 

Brown,  Ohio 

Btfish 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cahill 

Cederberg 

Chamberlain 

Chiperfield 

Church 

Clark 

Coffin 

Collier 

Conte 

Corbett 

Cramer 

Cunningham 

Curtin 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Curtis,  Mo.  _ 

Dague 

Daniels 

Delaney 

Dent 

Derounian 

Derwinski 

Devine 

Diggs 

Dixon 


McGinley 

McGovern 

Mclntire 

McMillan 

McSween 

Mack,  Ill. 

Magnuson 

Mahon 

Marshall 

Matthews 

May 

Metcalf 

Michel 

M  ’ler,  Clem 

Mills 

Mitchell 

Monwgan 

Montoya 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morgan 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Morris,  Okla. 

Morrison 

Moss 

Moulder 

Multer 

Murphy 

Murray 

Natcher 

Nelsen 

Nix 

Norrell 
O’Brien,  Ill. 
'O’Hara,  Ill. 
O'Hara,  Mich. 
O’Konski 
0*Neill 
Oliver 
Passman 
Patman 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pilcher 
Poage 
Poff  - 
Porter 
Price 
Pucinski 
Quie 
Rabaut 
Rains 
Randall 
Rees,  Kans. 

NAYS— 149 

Dooley 

Dorn,  N.Y. 

Dwyer 

Farbstein 

Feighan 

Fenton 

Fino 

Fogarty 

Ford 

Frelinghuysen 

Fulton 

Gallagher 

Gavin 

Goodell 

Green,  Oreg. 

Griffin 

Griffiths 

Halleck 

Halpem 

Henderson 

Hess 

Hiestand 

Hoeven 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Holt 

Holtzman 

Hosmer 

Irwin 

Jackson 

Johansen 

Keith 

Kelly 

Kilburn 

King,  Utah 

Knox 

Lafore 

Laird 

Latta 

Lindsay 

Lipscomb 

McDonough 

McDowell 

Macdonald 

Machrowicz 

Mack,  Wash. 

Madden 

Martin 

Mason 

Meader 

Merrow 


Reuss 

Riley 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Rivers,  S.  C. 

Roberts 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Roosevelt 

Rostenkowski 

Rutherford 

Santangelo 

Saund 

Scott 

Selden 

Sheppard 

Shipley 

Short 

Sikes 

Siler 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  Kans. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Smith,  Va. 

Spence 

Springer 

Staggers 

Steed 

Stratton 

Stubblefield 

Teague,  Calif. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Teller 

Thomas 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Thornberry 

Toll 

Trimble 

Tuck 

Udall 

Ullman 

Van  Pelt 

Vinson 

Wampler 

Watts  . 

Weaver 

Whitener 

Whitten 

Wier 

Williams 

Willis 

Winstead 

Young 


Meyer 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Milliken 

Minshall 

Moeller 

Mumma 

Norblad 

Osmers 

Ostertag 

Pelly 

Pillion 

Pirnie 

Powell 

Prokop 

Quigley 

Ray 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Riehlman 

Robison 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Rooney 

Roush 

St.  George 

Saylor 

Schenck 

Scherer 

Schwengel 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Sullivan 

Taber 

Taylor 

Thompson,  N.J. 
Utt 
Vanik 
Van  Zandt 
Wain  wright 
Wallhauser 
Weis 
Westland 
Wharton 
Widnall 
Wilson 
Yates 
Younger 
Zabloclti 
Zelenko 


Anfuso 
Baring 
Bolling 
Brooks,  La. 
Broyhill 
Buckley 
Burke,  Ky. 
Canfield 
Casey  ' 
Davis,  Tenn. 
Downing 
Fisher 


NOT  VOTING— 

Garmatz 

Glenn 

Gray 

Gubser 

Healey 

Hoffman,  Mich 
Johnson,  Md. 

'  Kearns 
Loser 
Mailliard 
Miller, 

George  P. 


June  10 

35 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Preston 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Shelley 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Thompson,  La. 

Tollefson 

Walter 

Withrow 

Wolf 

Wright  • 


So  the  bill  was  passed.  , 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  for,  with  Mr.  Bar¬ 
ing  against. 

Mr.  Preston  for,  with  Mr.  Gubser  against. 

Mr.  Garmatz  for,  with  Mr.  Simpson  of 
Pennsylvania  against. 

Mr.  Anfuso  for,  with  Mr.  Kearns  against. 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Glenn  against. 

Mr.  Loser  for,  with  Mr.  Tollefson  against. 

Until  further  notice,: 

Mr.  Casey  with  Mr.  Broyhill. 

Mr.  Healey  with  Mr.  Canfield. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan. 

Mr.  Wolf  with  Mr.  Withrow. 

Mr.  DAWSON  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mi’.  SCHERER,  Mr.  LATTA,  Mr.  PIR¬ 
NIE,  and  Mr.  HOSMER  changed  their 
vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.”  * 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
,  table. 

[ENDING  MUTUAL  SECURITY  ACT 
OP  1954 

[r.  O’NEILL,  from  the  Committee  nn 
RulVs,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  293,  Rept.  No.  526), 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  thij 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  tha 
the  Housk  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
*%>f.  the  wkole  House  on  the  State  of  /he 
Ufiipn  for  me  consideration  of  the  bill  /H.R. 
7500)  to  amVnd  further  the  Mutual  Security 
Act  Of  1954,  ks  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses, ’and  all  points  of  order  against/aid  bill 
are  hereby  wkived.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  Confined  to  the  bil /  and  conr 
tinue  not  to  exceed  4  hours,  t<ybe  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  me  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs, \the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  \the  5-n/nute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  tne  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  tew the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  hk/e  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  Aall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  a/l  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  Xp  recomgnit. 


PROVIDING  /FOR  ABSENCE  FROM 
DUTY  BYiCIVILIAN  OFFICERS  AND 
EMPLOYEES  OF  THE\  GOVERN¬ 
MENT  G)N  CERTAIN  DAI 

Mr.  M/DDEN,  from  the  ConVmittee  on 
Rules ,  /nered  the  following  privileged 
resolu/on  (H.  Res.  294,  Rept.  No.  527) , 
whic/ was  referred  to  the  HousekCalen- 
dar  And  ordered  to  be  printed: 

5 resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  df  this 
r/olution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  movAthat 
ae  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 


Jane  15,  1959 
June  12,  1959 
86th-lst,  No.  97 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  wheat  bill.  COnfetees  were  appointed  in  both  Houses. 
Senate  concurred  in  House  amendment  to  toh/cco  price  support  bill.  House  received 
conference  report  on  Interior  appropriation \bill  (includes  FS)  .  Senate  passed  U 
to  extend  authority  for  refinancing  farm  loads.  Senate  passed  over  bill  to  provide 
>r  centennial  celebration  of  establishment  oF\USDA  and  land-grant  colleges 
uohnston  and  Neuberger  and  Rep.  Morylson  introduced  and  Sen.  Johnston  discussed 
Federal  employee  health  bill. 


Sens. 


1.  TOBACCO.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  1901,  which  provides  that 

tobacco  price  supports  shall  be  90%  of  parity  computed  under  the  new  or  old 
formula,  whichever  is  lower  (pp.  9583-4).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President.  The  House  amendment  limited  to  $50,000  the  total  amount  or  ^CC 
loans  or  purchases  made  to  any  person  on  the  1960  production  of  tobacco. 

2.  WHEAt!  S^n.  Humphrey  commended  the  action  of  the  House  in  passing\S.  1968,  the 

wheat  Sill,  and  expressed  hope  that  Senate  conferees  will  agree  with  the  House 

action!  pp.  9634-5  \„ 

i$en.  Proxmire  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  ‘  The  State  of  Congress\  comment¬ 
ing  on  the  status  of  legislation,  including  the  lack  of  agreement  on  a\wheat 
ymrogram,  let  alone  a  basic  change  in  the  disastrous;-  farm  program  generally. 

/p.  9576  \ 
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3.  ALASKA.  Agreed  to  the.  House  amendment  to  H.  R.  7120,  to  amend  certain  laws 
the*  U.  S.  in  light  of  the  admission  of  Alaska  into  the  Union  (p.  9575).  TJ 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  k 


( 


4.  FARM  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1941,  to  amend  Sec.  17  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  so  as  to  continue  the  authority  of  FHA  to  make  ifeal  estat( 
loans  for  refinancing  farm  debts  for  two  years,  until  June  30,  1961,/  p,  9589 


5.  WATER  UTILIZATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  1306,  to  amend  £he  Columbia 
Basin  Project  Act  so  as  to  permit  delivery  of  water  for  use  by  Washington 
State  College  for  research  purposes  (pp.  9584-5).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent 
to  the  President; 


6.  POSTAL  RATES.  Passed,  without  amendment  H.  R.  5212,  to  revise  the  minimum  charge 


on  pieces  of  mail  of  odd  sizes  and  shapes  (p.  9587). 


sent  to  the  President. 


This  bill  will  now  be 


V 


7.  ARCHELOGICAL  DATA.  Passed  without  amendment  S,  1185,  Ao  provide  for  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  historical  and  archeological  data  which  might  otherwise  be  lost  as  a 
result  of  the  construction  of  a  dam.  p.  9592  / 


8. 


9. 


CENTENNIAL  CELEBRATION.  Passed, over ,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  R,  4012, 
to  provide  for  the  centennial  celebration  of  tKe  establishment  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  land-grant  colleges  and  State  universities, 
p.  9587  \ 

Sen.  Wiley  urged  passage  of  this\bill  add  inserted  a  statement  on  the  purpose 
of  the  centennial  observances,  pp.  ^577- 

MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Passed  over,  at/fcjie  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  R.  5674,  to 
authorize  construction  at  military  ipbtaiiations,  including  the  use  of  foreign 
currencies  under.  Public  Law  480  for/foreigh  military  housing,  p.  9584 


10.  REORGANIZATION  PLANS.  Passed  over^  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  H.  R.  5140, 
to  amend  the  Reorganization  Act/of  1949  so  as  bo  extend  the  time  in  which  the 
Act  will  apply  to  reorganization  plans  transmitted  to  Congress  at  any  time  be¬ 
fore  June  1,  1961.  p.  9588 


11.  RESEARCH.  Passed  over,  at  /he  request  of  Sen.  EngleXs.  864,  to  provide  greater 
protection  against  the  introduction  and  dissemination" of  diseases  of  livestock 
and  poultry,  p.  9589 


12. 


FARM  CREDIT.  Passed  o^er,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle v  s\  1513,  to  clarify  the 
status  of  the  Federal  land  banks,  the  Federal  intermedike\redit  barks,  and  the 
banks  for  cooperatives  and  their  officers  and  employees  witn\respect  to  certain 
laws  applicable  ftfa  officers  and  employees  of  the  U.  S. ;  and  S\  1512  to  amend  the 
Federal  Farm  Lofin  Act  to  transfer  responsibility  for  making  appraisals  from  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration  to  the  Federal  land  banks,  p.  9589 


13.  APPRO PRAITIOJJS .  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Engle,  S.  2094\to  authorize 
appropriations  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  p.  9592 


14. 


LAUD.  Bussed  as  reported  S.  1521,  to  provide  for  the  removal  of  restrictions  on 
use  <rfth  respect  to  a  tract  of  land  in  Cumberland  Co.,  Tenn. ,  formerly  Jhder  the 
jurisdiction  of  FHA,  which  was  conveyed  to  Tenn.  pp.  9596 
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to  ourNbenevolent  purposes  and  our  some¬ 
times  oVerpat  practical  solutions  for  the 
world’s  woes.  Most  of  us  belong  to  the 
revolutionary  people,  like  the  Irish,  or  the 
warmbloodeck  races,  like  the  Latin,  and  so 
we  tend  to  sign  up  fairly  rapidly  in  any 
crusades — crusades  for  economic,  political 
and  related  changes  designed  to  solve  by  a 
speech  or  two,  or  \  campaign  or  two,  or  an 
election  or  two,  oi\a  war  or  two,  the  en¬ 
trenched  problems  add  accumulated  evils  of 
several  centuries.  We\end  to  take  personal 
offense  at  the  inertia  6/  the  world  in  the 
face  of  our  inspiring  convictions.  This  is 
particularly  true  when  we  are  confronted 
by  exasperating  rejection  Nof  or  dalliance 
with  the  corollaries  of  a  creed  which  we 
know  to  be  divinely  revealed  \gnd  to  echo 
God’s  will  for  mankind,  but  which  some¬ 
times  has  rough  going  against  th$  indiffer¬ 
ence  and  the  inertia  of  unregener\te  man¬ 
kind. 

Here  we  do  well  to  have  a  little  'bit  of 
God’s  patience,  to  offset  our  generous  Share 
of  God’s  wrath.  A  little  patience  in  ^he 
face  of  what  we  cannot  change,  at  lea^t 
alone  and  overnight,  will  be  helped  by  re¬ 
flection  on  the  persevering  patience  of  the  \ 
church  across  the  centuries,  and  the  silent 
patience  of  God  In  the  face  of  evil,  our  own 
included.  So  too  some  lines  of  Coventry 
Patmore  may  help  a  bit: 

“Here  in  this  little  bay,  full  of  tumultous 

\  life  and  great  repose. 

Where  twice  a  day  the  purposeless  glad 
ocean  comes  and  goes, 

In  the  high  cliffs  and  far  from  the  huge 
town  I  sit  me  down. 

“For  want  of  me  the  world’s  course  will  not 
fail, 

When  all  its  work  is  done  the  lies  shall  rot. 
The  truth  is  great  and  shall  prevail 
When  none  cares  whether  it  prevail  or  not.’’ 

I  merely  ask  you  to  develop  a  little  imagi¬ 
nation  and,  together  with  it,  a  little  hu¬ 
mility. 

The  golden  jubilee  of  those  who  today  re¬ 
ceive  their  degrees  will  take  place,  if  all  goes 
well,  in  June  2009.  It  is  too  soon  to  know 
on  which  of  the  planets  the  class  outing 
will  be  held.  But  the  odds  still  favor  this 
earth  and  even,  though  less  certainly,  this 
continent.  These  odds  have  been  chal¬ 
lenged,  however,  in  recent  months.  They 
were  challenged  by  a  trip  into  space  suc¬ 
cessfully  accomplished  within  the  fortnight 
by  two  monkeys,  one ‘named  Able  and  the 
other  named  Baker.  They  were  also  chal¬ 
lenged,  and  a  little  more  definitely  so,  by 
a  trip  into  space  by  a  dog  from  Russia  named 
Laiki.  Both  the  monkeys,  I  am  happy  to/ 
say,  were  Americans.  These  three  his  tor/ 
creatures  have  as  I  have  suggested  alrea 
greatly  influenced  the  golden  jubilee  plans 
for  the  year  2009.  These  same  creatures 
and  all  the  developments  of  which  t/ley  are 
symbols  make  it  pertinent  for  yojA  to  de¬ 
velop  a  little  imagination  and  a/little  hu¬ 
mility  as  we  face  the  future. 

The  new  age  of  Science,  usihg  telescopes 
instead  of  microscopes  and  gazing  out  into 
God’s  clear  space  instead/ of  down  into 
mind’s  murky  psychological  depths  as  the 
recent  scientists  have  tended  to  do,  will  let 
fresh  air  into  scientific/ political,  economic, 
academic  thinking  of  /every  kind  in  the  half 
century  in  which  ypu  will  do  your  work. 
In  such  era  it  wijt  be  easy  for  the  spirit 
moving  where  it /will  to  evoke  more  ready 
response.  An  age  of  astronomy,  the  prospect 
of  interplanetary  studies  and  even  journeys, 
these  are  far /removed  from  the  introspective 
broodings  .find  the  negative  agnosticism 
which  ware  the  frequent  but  unnecessary 
by-products  of  the  19th  century  scientists. 
The  dictions  of  the  age  in  which  you 
will  U(ve  will  be  quite  literally  toward  the 
heayens,  and  once  again  those  with  a  little 
:e,  a  little  humor,  a  little  leisure  for 
^flection  and  repose  and  meditation,  a  little 


impatience  with  the  status  quo,  a  little  hu¬ 
mility  and  a  little  imagination  will  under¬ 
stand  better  than  have  generations  what 
the  Hebrew  Psalmist  meant  when  he  wrote: 

“I  look  up  at  those  heavens  of  Thine, 
the  work  of  Thy  hands,  at  the  moon  and 
the  stars  which  Thou  hast  set  in  their  places, 
and  I  ask,  ‘What  is  man  that  Thou  shouldst 
remember  him;  what  is  Adam’s  breed  that 
it  should  claim  Thy  care?  And  yet  Thou 
hast  placed  him  only  a  little  below  the 
angels,  crowning  him  with  glory  and  honor 
and  bidding  him  rule  over  the  works  of 
Thy  hand’.” 

Georgetown  has  prepared  you  to  do  some 
part  of  that  ruling,  with  a  little  luck  and 
a  little  prayer  and  a  little  reflection  on  your 
gratitude  to  the  university  and  those  who 
made  possible  your  attendance  at  it,  and 
the  God  who  is  able  to  make  great  things 
out  of  little  virtues. 

God  bless  you. 


CONFERRING  OF  DEGREE  OF  DOC¬ 
TOR  OF  HUMANE  LETTERS  UPON 
SENATOR  GREEN,  OF  RHODE 
ISLAND 

r.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  the  , 
University  of  Georgetown  at  its  com, 
men'&ement  exercises  on  June  8,  the 
160th\annual  commencement  of  that 
great  university  at  Georgetown,,  and 
within  tnq  area  of  the  seat  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States,  honored  itself 
by  honoring\our  beloved  colleague,  Sen¬ 
ator  Theodor^  Francis  Green,  of  Rhode 
Island.  \ 

The  Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  as 
everybody  knows, Ms  a  man  of  advanced 
years,  but  no  Member  qf  the  Senate,  and 
I  am  sure  no  Membei\of  the  other  House 
of  Congress,  has  evgrNseen  a  man  carry 
the  burden  of  more  tnan  90  years  so 
lightly  as  does  Hie  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island.  / 

The  ability/  the  knowledge,  the  skill 
of  the  senior  Senator  from  SRhode  Is¬ 
land  are  kjaown  to  us  all.  I  felbnt  would 
be  appropriate  if  I  should  seek  th/oppor¬ 
tunity  tri  the  Senate,  which  has  noV  been 
granted  to  me,  to  read  into  the  Record 
the  /Citation  which  was  given  by  \he 
ident  of  Georgetown  Universi 
’ther  Edward  B.  Bunn,  J.J.,  when  hi 
bnferred  the  honorary  degree  of  Doctor 
of  humane  letters  upon  our  colleague. 

I  read  the  citation: 

To  All  Who  Shall  View  This  Document, 
Greetings  and  Peace  in  the  Lord: 

Men  have  ever  deemed  worthy  of  deep  re¬ 
spect  and  deserving  of  peculiar  honor  those 
who  by  Heaven’s  favor  have  passed  nine 
fruitful  decades  in  the  service  of  their  com¬ 
patriots  and  of  all  humanity.  For  it  is  but 
right  to  accord  to  all  who  excel  the  due 
reward  of  excellence.  Respect  is  always 
deepened  and  regard  rises  to  affection  when 
in  the  prudent  counselor,  the  energetic 
executive,  the  sincere  patriot,  his  associates 
and  fellow  citizens  see  a  man  accessible  to 
all,  gentle  and  kind,  loyal  to  his  friends,  ever 
desiring  and  effectively  promoting  the  in¬ 
terests  of  his  fellow  men. 

The  statesman  whom  our  university  is  de¬ 
lighted  to  honor  at  this  commencement  con¬ 
tinued  a  long  family  tradition  when  he 
turned  early  to  the  practice  of  law.  From 
court  and  academic  hall  he  was  called  to  a 
soldier’s  duties  in  the  Spanish-American 
War.  Once  more,  and  for  the  many  years  to 
follow,  the  practice  of  law  offered  scope  to 
outstanding  talent  and  crowned  tireless  effort 
with  conspicuous  success.  His  fellow  citi¬ 
zens  of  Rhode  Island  shared  the  fruits  of  a 
lengthening  experience  when  they  chose  him 


as  their  representative  in  the  State  legist 
lature,  when  they  drew  upon  his  counsel  and 
inspiration  during  the  trying  days  of  World 
War  I,  when  they  twice  elected  him  as  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  their  State.  In  this  office  he  effec¬ 
tively  supported  measures  designed  to  al¬ 
leviate  suffering  and  ameliorate  Conditions 
in  a  particularly  trying  period./ From  the 
highest  office  of  his  native  State  he  was 
called,  and  called  four  times*  over,  to  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States.'  By  his  spon¬ 
sorship  and  support  of  programs  of  social 
legislation  and  adequate  ’  national  defense, 
and  in  particular  by  hi/untiring  activity  as 
member  and  as  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Foreigh  Relations,  he  has  for 
over  twoscore  years-’ served  his  country  well, 
at  home  and  abroad.  By  his  travels  to  sev¬ 
eral  continents /nd  his  mastery  of  several 
languages  he  has  advanced  the  causes  of 
internationaLumity  and  world  peace. 

It  is,  then,  with  the  earnest  desire  that  he 
see  many  -  more  years  of  service,  that  he 
gather  ip  ever  more  abundant  measure  the 
fine  fruits  of  a  full  life,  and  that  he  remain 
for  his  juniors  a  shining  example  of  unre¬ 
mitting  toil,  steadfast  purpose,  and  un¬ 
swerving  principles,  that  the  president  and 
directors  of  Georgetown  University  create 
/md  proclaim  Theodore  Francis  Green,  doc¬ 
tor  of  humane  letters,  honoris  causa. 

In  testimony  whereof  we  have  duly  issued 
these  letters  under  our  hand  and  the  seal 
of  the  university  this  8th  day  of  June  1959. 

Edward  B.  Bunn,  S.J., 

President. 

Joseph  A.  Sellinger,  S.J., 

— . . . . Secretary. 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  ACT 

OF  1949,  TO  STABILIZE  SUPPORT 

FOR  TOBACCO 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  amendments  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  1901)  to 
amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  and  the  act  of  July  28,  1945, 
to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  sup¬ 
port  for  tobacco,  which  were,  on  page  2, 
lines  14  and  15,  strike  out  “And  provided 
further,”  and  insert  “Provided  further,” 
and  on  page  2,  line  22,  after  “used”  in¬ 
sert: 

And  provided  further.  That  no  part  of  this 
authorization  shall  be  used  to  formulate  or 
carry  out  a  price  support  program  for  1960 
under  which  a  total  amount  of  price  support 
in  excess  of  $59,000  would  be  extended 
through  loans  or  purchases  made  or  made 
available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
to  any  person  in  the  1960  production  of  to¬ 
bacco.  For  the  purposes  of  this  proviso, 
the  term  “person”  shall  mean  an  individ¬ 
ual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  company, 
corporation,  association,  trust,  estate,  or 
other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  political  sub¬ 
division  of  a  State,  or  any  agency  thereof. 
In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from, 
a  cooperative  marketing  organization,  such 
limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount 
of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative 
marketing  organization,  but  the  amount  of 
price  support  made  available  to  any  person 
through  such  cooperative  marketing  organi¬ 
zation  shall  be  included  in  determining  the 
amount  of  price  support  received  by  such 
person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation.  Such 
limitation  shall  not  apply  to  price  support 
on  tobacco  extended  by  purchases  of  tobacco 
from,  or  by  loans  on  tobacco  to,  persons  other 
than  the  producers  of  tobacco  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  determines  that  it  is 
impracticable  to  apply  such  limitation.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regu¬ 
lation^  prescribing  such  rules  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  necessary  to  prevent  the  evasion  of 
such  limitation. 
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Mr.  JORDAN.  Mr.  President,  S.  1901, 
the  Tobacco  Act,  which  was  passed  by 
the  Senate  and  sent  to  the  House  of 
Representatives,  was  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  with  a  slight 
amendment  or  two.  There  is  a  limit  of 
$50,000  on  loans  to  one  farmer. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
concur  in  the  amendments  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina. 

The  motion  as  agreed  to. 


June  12 


CALL  OF  THE  CALENDAR 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  th<%e 
further  morning  business? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Is  there  further  morning  business?  If 
not,  morning  business  is  closed. 

Under  the  order  previously  entered, 
the  Senate  will  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  measures  on  the  calendar  to 
which  there  is  no  objection,  beginning 
with  Calendar  No.  265.  The  clerk  will 
state  the  first  measure. 


SALE  OF  CERTAIN  LANDS  TO  THE 
STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

The  bill  (S.  692)  to  authorize  the  sale 
of  certain  lands  to  the  State  of  Missouri 
was  considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized 
to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  the  State  of 
Missouri,  for  public  park  and  recreational 
purposes  only,  such  areas  within  the  portion 
of  Table  Rock  Dam  and  Reservoir  project, 
Missouri,  presently  leased  to  said  State  for 
public  park  and  recreational  purposes,  as  he 
shall  deem  essential  to  provide  building 
sites  for  permanent  buildings  and  other 
improvements  for  public  park  and  recre-y 
ational  purposes,  but  not  to  exceed  fif^ 
acres,  at  fair  value  as  determined  by  hjf 
which  in  no  event  shall  be  less  than/the 
cost  to  the  Government  of  acquiring/such 
areas,  and  under  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  he  shall  deem  advisable  to  assure  that 
the  use  of  said  areas  by  the  State’'  will  not 
interfere  with  the  operation  of/ said  dam 
and  reservoir  project  and  sue)*  additional 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  sh^ll  deem  advis¬ 
able  in  the  public  interest.  / 

The  conveyance  authorised  by  this  Act 
shall  not  pass  any  right,  Jfltle,  or  interest  in 
oil,  gas,  fissionable  materials,  or  other  min¬ 
erals. 

In  the  event  actual  construction  of  the 
said  buildings  and/improvements  has  not 
commenced  withiir  -five  years  from  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  tbfls  Act,  or  in  the  event  said 
property  shaU  /ease  to  be  used  for  public 
park  and  recreational  purposes  for  a  period 
of  two  successive  years,  then  title  thereto 
shall  inanimately  revert  to  the  United 
•  States. 


BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.R.  5674)  to  authorize  cer¬ 
tain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  bill  go  over,  since  it  is  not  properly 
calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

LAURIE  DEA  HOLLEY  AND  KARMEN 
LAEL  HOLLEY 

The  bill  (S.  218)  for  the  relief  of 
Laurie  Dea  Holley  and  the  legal  guard¬ 
ian  of  Karmen  Lael  Holley,  minor  child, 
was  considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
id  passed,  as  follows : 

it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  ^Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and 
directed^  to  pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
TreasuryXnot  otherwise  appropriated,  to 
Laurie  De&  Holley  of  Cannonville,  Utah,  the 
sum  of  $5,000  and  to  the  legal  guardian  of 
Karmen  Lae\  Holley,  minor  child,  $20,00(y 
in  full  satisfaction,  except  as  provided 
section  2  of  this  Act,  of  their  claim  agatdst 
the  United  States  for  the  death  of/heir 
husband  and  fairer,  Elmer  Leroy  Hclley, 
’’who  was  fatally  injured  in  an  accident  which 
occurred  on  November  29,  1953,  whUfe  he  was 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  hisr  duties  as 
an  employee  of  the  Tjpited  Suites  Senate 
Post  Office. 

Sec.  2.  This  Act  or  any'Wavfnent  made  in 
accordance  with  its  provisions  shall  not  have 
the  effect  of  destroying  /k  changing  any 
rights  to  compensation  qbdeFthe  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Employees’  Compensation  Act 
resulting  from  such  death. 

Sec.  3.  No  part  of/the  amouni\approprl- 
ated  in  this  Act  sj^all  be  paid  or^delivered 
to  or  received  by/any  agent  or  attorney  on 
account  of  services  rendered  in  connection 
with  this  clainq  and  the  lame  shall  bk  un¬ 
lawful,  any  oontract  to  the  contrary  Not¬ 
withstanding.  Any  person  violating  tlie 
provisionsyof  this  section  shall  be  deems 
guilty  of /a  misdemeanor  and  upon  convic¬ 
tion  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not 
exceecmig  $1,000. 


RESOLUTIONS  PASSED  OVER 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  115)  to  author¬ 
ize  studies  as  to  the  effectiveness  of 
present  governmental  organization  and 
procedures  for  the  development  and  exe¬ 
cution  of  national  policy  for  survival  in 
the  contest  with  world  communism,  was 
announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  resolution  go  over,  as  not  properly 
calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be  passed  over. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  69)  pro¬ 
posing  an  amendment  to  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  the  United  States  relative  to  the 
equal  rights  for  men  and  women,  was 
announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  joint  resolution  go  over  as  not  prop¬ 
erly  calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  passed  over. 


FURNISHING  OF  SUPPLIES 

SERVICES  TO  FOREIGN  VESSI 

AND  AIRCRAFT 

The  bill  (H.R.  3292)  to  amend  fctfle  10, 
United  States  Code,  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Navy  to  furnish/ supplies 
and  services  to  foreign  vessels  and  air¬ 
craft,  and  for  other  purpos/s  was  con¬ 
sidered,  ordered  to  a  thircLreading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  pass/a. 

LOANS  OF  NAVAL  VESSELS  TO  THE 

GOVERNMENTS^7 OF  ITALY,  TUR¬ 
KEY,  AND  THE  REPUBLIC  OF 

CHINA 

The  bill  (H^Z  3366)  to  authorize  the 
extension  of  Joans  of  naval  vessels  to  the 
Governments  of  Italy,  Turkey,  and  the 
Republic  /f  China  was  considered,  or¬ 
dered  to/a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

SA/e  OF  COLUMBIA  BASIN  PROJECT 
/LANDS  TO  STATE  OF  WASHING¬ 
TON 

The  bill  (H.R.  1306)  to  provide  for  the 
sale  of  Columbia  Basin  project  lands  to 
the  State  of  Washington,  and  for  other 
purposes  was  considered,  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

Mr.  MORSE  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  deeply  regret  that  I  was  not 
present  in  the  Chamber  when  the  call 
of  the  calendar  was  started.  I  was  in 
attendance  on  other  official  business. 
Calendar  No.  296,  House  bill  1306,  was 
passed  before  I  reached  the  Chamber. 

Only  for  the  purpose  of  legislative  rec¬ 
ord' I  should  like  to  engage  in  colloquy 
with  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Jackson]  in  regard  to  House  bill  1306,  a 
bill  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  Columbia 
Basin  project  lands  to  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  bill  would  authorize  the  sale  of 
not  more  than  640  acres  of  irrigable  land 
on  the  Columbia  Basin  project  to  the 
i^tate  of  Washington  for  use  by  the  State 
jllege  of  Washington  for  agricultural 
research  purposes.  It  provides  that  the 
land  so  conveyed  shall  be  treated  as  non- 
exceSs  lands,  under  the  Columbia  Basin 
Project  Act,  insofar  as  deliveries  of  water 
from  project  works  are  concerned,  so 
long  as  toey  are  used  for  the  purposes 
designated,  in  the  bill,  namely,  agricul¬ 
tural  research. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order\ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr/ 
Proxmire  in  the  qhair) .  The  Senate  will 
be  in  order.  The\Senator  from  Oregon 
will  suspend  until  Ne  Senate  is  in  order. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Uikler  the  Columbia 
Basin  Project  Act,  th/limitation  on  the 
acreage  to  which  watemnay  lawfully  be 
delivered  through  a  reclamation  project 
is  applicable  to  State-owned  lands  as 
well  as  private  land.  In  tne  absence  of 
this  proposed  amendment  Nater  could 
be  delivered  to  no  more  thai\l60  acres 
of  State-owned  land. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  the’ acreage  limi¬ 
tation  provision  of  our  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  was  not  designed  to  be  ap- 
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1 .  -WHEAT ;  TOBACCO;  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Received  from  the  President  veto  messaged  on 

—  Sn  1060 ^  fcha  wheat  bill  (G.  Doe.— 33),  an-d-S.  1901,  the  tobacco  bill  (S.  Doc.  32 
p.  10876 

Sen.  Cooper  criticized  the  veto  of  the  tobacco  bill  and  stated  that  he  would 
consult  with  representatives  of  the  "tobacco  States  in  Congress"  and  others 
"before  I  make  a  decision  as  to  the  course  of  action  we  shall  now  take."  Sen. 
Talmadge  commended  Sen.  Cooper's  statement,  pp.  10320-21. 

2.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  ^Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7749,  to  increase ''the  permanent 

ceiling  on  tne  public  debt  from  $283  billion  to  $285  billion,  apd  to  increase 
the  temporary  ceiling  from  $238.  billion  to  $295  billion  (pp.  108TI-13,  10873-9). 
The  bill/Had  been  reported  earlier  in  the  day  without  amendment  by\the  Finance 
Committee  (S.  Rept,  432)  p.  10774.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  tn^  President. 

3.  AGRIOJLTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1960.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  conferees 
" ~~nt inued,  in  executive  session,  to  resolve  the  differences  between  thePSenate- 

House-passed  versions  of  H.  R.  7175,  fiscal  1960  appropriations  for  tin 
department  of  Agriculture,  and  related  agencies,  but  did  not  conclude  their' 
work,  and  will  meet  again  tomorrox-?."  p.  D532 


L  SECURITY.  As  reported  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  S.  1451,  to/ 
d  the  mutual  security  program,  includes  provisions  as  follows:  Requires 
that  "at  least  $175,000,000  (same  amount  as  in  last  year's  Act)  of  mutual 
security  funds  be  used  to  finance  the  export  and  sale  for  foreign  currencies  of 
surplus\igricultural  commodities;  authorizes  $2,300,000  (last  year's  apfpropria- 
tion  was  '$2, 100,000)  for  ocean  freight  to  move  supplies  donated  to  and  by 
American  voluntary  agencies;  and  authorizes  $179,500,000  for  technipal  coopera¬ 
tion  progr< 

With  regar)4  to  local  currencies  obtained  from  the  sale  of  surplus  commodites 
under  Public  Law  430,  the  committee  report  states: 


The  committee  is  becoming  increasingly  concerned  over /the  problems 
posed,. both  immediately  and  over  the  long  term,  by  U.  S. /accumulation 
of  large  amounts  \f  foreign  currencies.*** 


’the  committee  hdpes  the  executive  branch  will  continue  its  studies  of 
this  subject  and  submil:  specific  recommendations  for  congressional  action. 

In  the  meantime  the  committee  takes  this  opportunity  to  record  its  view 
that  rather  too  restricted  use  has  been  made  of  dhe  authority  of  the  Presi  ^ 
dent  under  section  104  of\Public  Law  480  to  waive  the  requirement  of  appro* 
priations  in  the  case  of  foreign  currencies  i^sed  for  economic  development 
grants.*** 


Inability  to  utilize  currei 
Puolic  Law  480.*** 


:ies  in  ti 


inhibits  further  sales  under 


"All  countries  in  which  there  a^e /Large  accumulations  of  Public  Law  480 
currencies  have  great  needs  for  investment  in  projects  such  as  roads, 
schools,  and  health  facilities.  Ajxhough  the  emphasis  of  the  program  should 
continue  to  be  on  loans,  the  committee  Nf  eels  that  the  Presidential  waiver 
authority  should  be  used  more  1/oerally  \o  make  grants.’1 


5. 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  from  th/' President  message  transmitting  the  third 
annual  report  on  the  operation/of  the  trade  agreements  program  (S.  Doc.  31). 
p.  10773 


6. 


BUDGET.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  inserted  a  resolution  from  bhe  Controllers  Institute  of 
America  urging  adherence  >to  a  balanced  budget  in  1960\and  in  future  years  of 
normal  economic  activity,  p.  10774 


7.  FOOD  FOR  PEACE.  Sen. yFulbright  stated  that  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  will  hold  hearings  on  S.  1711,  the  food  for  peace  bill,  on  July  7  and  8. 
p.  10777 


8.  FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  Sen.  Dodd  criticized  H.  R.  3,  to  esta)*lish  rules  of 
interpret at lory concerning  the  effect  of  acts  of  Congress  on  Stare  laws,  ae 
passed  by  the/  House,  as  leading  to  "chaos  in  the  field  of  FederalVState 
relationships,’'  and  stated  that  it  is  a  "one-shot  attempt  to  rewric^  a  century 
and  a  half  of  history."  p.  10783 


FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  an  original  bill 
S.  2280,  to  authorize  construction  at  military  installations,  including\he 
use  of  foreign  currencies  under  Public  Law  480  for  foreign  military  housir 
con/truction  (S.  Rept.  434).  p.  10883 

/ A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  5674,  was  made  the  unfinished  business  for  considera¬ 
tion  Mon.  ,  June  29.  p.  10879 
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AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949  TO  STA¬ 
BILIZE  AND  PROTECT  THE  LEVEL  OF  SUPPORT  FOR 
TOBACCO— VETO  MESSAGE 


MESSAGE 

FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

RETURNING 

WITHOUT  APPROVAL  THE  BILL  (S.  1901)  ENTITLED  “AN  ACT  TO 
AMEND  SECTION  101(c)  OF  THE  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 
AND  THE  ACT  OF  JULY  28,  1945,  TO  STABILIZE  AND  PROTECT 
THE  LEVEL  OF  SUPPORT  FOR  TOBACCO” 


June  25,  1959. — Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


To  the  Senate: 

I  return  herewith,  without  my  approval,  S.  1901,  an  act  to  amend 
section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  act  of  July  28, 
1945,  to  stabilize  and  protect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco.  This 
bill  fails  by  a  wide  margin  to  do  what  should  be  done  if  the  best  long¬ 
term  interest  of  the  Nation’s  tobacco  farmers  is  to  be  safeguarded. 

The  bill’s  merits  are  few.  For  the  first  time  in  many  years  tobacco 
prices  would  be  supported  at  less  than  90  percent  of  parity — in  the 
first  year,  for  example,  at  88  percent  for  Flue-cured  tobacco  and  at 
87  percent  for  burley.  Supporting  tobacco  prices  as  provided  in 
S.  1901,  rather  than  at  90  percent  of  parity  under  a  continuation  of 
present  law,  would  result  in  a  saving  to  the  U.S.  Government  in  the 
first  year  of  $14  million. 

The  bill’s  demerits,  however,  are  fundamental  and  tar  reaching 
The  bill  takes  a  long  step  backward  by  resurrecting  90  percent  of 
“old  parity”  as  one  basis  for  determining  the  support  level  for  tobacco. 
The  Congress  itself  discarded  the  “old  parity”  formula  years  ago. 
Because  the  bill  actually  can  result  in  the  support  level  being  set  at 
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90  percent  of  “olcl  parity,”  the  American  tobacco  farmer  in  such 
oircumstances  could  very  easily  be  misled  info  believing  he  would 
receive  90  percent  of  parity,  as  parity  is  computed  for  all  other 
commodities. 

But  more  importantly,  I  cannot  approve  a  bill  that  holds  out  hope 
to  the  tobacco  farmer  that  it  will  help  him  solve  his  problems,  when 
such  is  not  the  case.  U.S.  growers  of  many  types  of  tobacco  are 
heavily  dependent  upon  exports.  Yet  we  have  been  fast  losing  our 
fair  share  of  foreign  markets.  The  deterioration  in  our  tobacco  sales 
abroad  can  be  directly  attributed  to  the  high  level  of  price  supports 
that  are  required  by  existing  law.  And  while  prices  have  been  sup¬ 
ported  at  these  high  levels,  and  would  continue  to  be  under  this  bill, 
the  law  has  required  severe  cuts  in  tobacco  acreage  in  the  United  States 
at  a  time  when  acreage  and  production  abroad  have  been  expanding. 
The  best  that  can  be  said  about  S.  1901  is  that  it  might  slow  down  the 
rate  at  which  we  are  losing  our  fair  share  of  foreign  markets.  It  would 
not  prevent  further  losses.  It  certainly  will  not  regain  any  lost 
markets,  because  the  level  of  price  supports  it  requires  would  still  be 
too  high. 

I  believe  the  bill’s  demerits  far  outweight  its  merits,  and  accordingly 
I  am  returning  it  without  my  approval. 

The  Congress  has  a  pressing  responsibility  to  enact  realistic  legisla¬ 
tion  designed  to  meet  the  problems  of  tobacco  farmers — legislation 
such  as  that  recommended  in  my  special  message  of  January  29,  1959. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

The  White  House,  June  25,  1950. 


S.  1901 

Eighty-Sixth  Congress  of  the  United  States  of  America  at  the  First 

Session,  Begun  and  Held  at  the  City  of  Washington  on  Wednesday,  the 

Seventh  Day  of  January,  One  Thousand  Nine  Hundred  and  Fifty-Nine 

AN  ACT  To  amend  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize 

and  protect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  is  amended  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  adding  a  colon  and 
the  following:  “ Provided ,  That  for  any  kind  of  tobacco  (other  than  Connecticut 
Valley  cigar  binder  types  51  and  52)  for  which  marketing  quotas  were  in  effect 
for  the  1958  crop,  the  level  of  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  for  each  sub¬ 
sequent  crop  of  such  tobacco  for  which  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  shall  not 
exceed  the  level  of  support  computed  in  dollars  and  cents  applicable  to  the  1958 
crop  until  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing 
year  for  a  subsequent  crop  computed  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  exceeds  the  level  of  support  applicable  to  the  1958 
crop  or  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  computed  as  provided  in  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whereupon  the  level  of  support  for  such 
subsequent  crop  and  each  crop  thereafter  shall  be  90  per  centum  of  the  parity 
price  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  marketing  year  computed  in  the  manner  used 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  computed  as  provided 
in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  whichever  computation 
results  in  the  lower  level  of  support:  Provided  further,  That  in  computing  parity 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  the 
parity  index  as  defined  in  section  301(a)(1)(C)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be  used  except  that  in  lieu  of  the  period  January 
1910  to  December  1914,  inclusive,  the  base  period  applicable  to  the  kind  of 
tobacco  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  shall  be  used: 
And  provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  authorization  shall  be  used  to  formu- 
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late  or  carry  out  a  price  support  program  for  1960  under  which  a  total  amount  of 
price  support  in  excess  of  $50,000  would  be  extended  through  loans  or  purchases 
made  or  made  available  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  any  person  on  the 
1960  production  of  tobacco.  For  the  purposes  of  this  proviso,  the  term  ‘person’ 
shall  mean  an  individual,  partnership,  firm,  joint-stock  company,  corporation, 
association,  trust,  estate,  or  other  legal  entity,  or  a  State,  political  subdivision  of 
a  State,  or  any  agency  thereof.  In  the  case  of  any  loan  to,  or  purchase  from,  a 
cooperative  marketing  organization,  such  limitation  shall  not  apply  to  the  amount 
of  price  support  received  by  the  cooperative  marketing  organization,  but  the 
amount  of  price  support  made  available  to  any  person  through  such  cooperative 
marketing  organization  shall  be  included  in  determining  the  amount  of  price 
support  received  by  such  person  for  purposes  of  such  limitation.  Such  limitation 
shall  not  apply  to  price  support  on  tobacco  extended  by  purchases  of  tobacco 
from,  or  by  loans  on  tobacco  to,  persons  other  than  the  producers  of  tobacco  if 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines  that  it  is  impracticable  to  apply  such 
limitation.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  issue  regulations  prescribing  such 
rules  as  he  determines  necessary  to  prevent  the  evasion  of  such  limitation.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  July  28,  1945,  as  amended  (59  Stat.  506;  7 
U.S.C.  1312  note),  is  amended  by  deleting  the  proviso  at  the  end  thereof  and 
substituting  therefor  a  new  proviso  reading  as  follows:  “Provided,  That  beginning 
with  the  1959  crop,  the  level  of  support  for  each  such  kind  of  tobacco  shall  not 
exceed  a  maximum  level  of  support  determined  therefor  pursuant  to  the  provisos 
kin  section  101(c)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  as  amended.” 

Sam  Raybubn, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives . 

Caul  Hayden, 

President  of  the  Senate  pro  tempore. 

[Endorsement  on  back  of  bill:] 

I  certify  that  this  Act  originated  in  the  Senate. 

Felton  M.  Johnston,  Secretary. 
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The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
CaseL  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  I^routy ]  are  absent  on  official 
business  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Woi'ks,  ^tending  the  opening  cere¬ 
monies  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

The  Senatqr  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Dwor- 
shak]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Capehart]  js  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  GrueningI. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  would  vote  ‘.'nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  would  vote  "yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  32, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 32 


\ 


Anderson 

Hart 

MagnuSpn 

Bartlett 

Hartke 

Mansfield 

Byrd,  W  Va. 

Hayden 

Monroney' 

Cannon 

Hennings 

Moss  \\ 

Carroll 

Jackson 

Randolph  ‘ 

Clark 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

Jordan 

Symington 

Eastland ' 

Kefauver 

Williams,  N.J. 

Engle 

Kerr 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Long 

Young,  Ohio 

Gore 

McCarthy 

NAYS— 47 

Allott 

Fulbright 

Neuberger 

Beall 

Goldwater 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Proxmire 

Bible 

HU1 

Robertson 

Bridges 

Hruska 

Russell 

Bush 

Javits 

Saltonstall 

Butler 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Schoeppel 

Byrd,  Va. 

Keating 

Scott 

Case,  N.J. 

Kennedy 

Smathers 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Smith 

Cotton 

Langer 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Douglas 

Martin 

Williams.  Del. 

Ellender 

Morton 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Frear 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING— 

19 

Aiken 

Green 

Murray 

Capehart 

Gruening 

Muskie 

Carlson 

Holland 

O’Mahoney 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Humphrey 

Prouty 

Chavez 

McGee 

Wiley 

Church 

McNamara 

Dworshak 

Morse 

How  much  is  involved?  About  $390 
million.  I  announced  my  intention,  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara],  to  offer 
this  amendment  at  the  time  we  agreed 
to  remove  in  its  entirety  the  excise  tax 
on  passenger  tickets.  I  offer  it  now  for 
the  same  reasons  as  those  which  moti¬ 
vated  the  Senate  in  agreeing  to  the  re¬ 
moval  of  the  excise  on  passenger  trans¬ 
portation. 

I  believe  that  the  debate  at  that  time 
covers  the  reasons  for  my  amendment. 
We  are  not  asking  for  the  removal  of  the 
entire  excise  tax  on  automobiles.  We 
are  asking  only  that  the  3-percent 
Korean  excise  tax  be  removed. 

I  shall  not  ask  for  a  yea-and-nay  vote. 
I  hope  that  Senators  who  feel  as  I  do 
are  in  strong  voice. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  desire  to  use 
any  time? 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President, 
I  must  oppose  the  amendment.  I  hope 
.it  will  be  defeated. 


The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the. Senator  from  Alaska  l Mr. 
Grueninc],  and  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  McNamara]  are  absent  on  of¬ 
ficial  business  attending  the  opening 
ceremonies  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Maiioney]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Church],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee],  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
McNamara],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Morse],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [ Mr'.  Murray],  the  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  would 
eaclyvote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mi\  Aiken],  the 


N  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  both  ..Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart], 
Senators  yield  back  their  time? 

y.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President; 


So  Mr.  Gore’s  amendment,  as  modified, 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President.  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  Gore 
amendment,  as  modified,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the, 
table. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  fin 
the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  TI)4  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I /filer  the 
amendment  which  I  send  to/the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  thq' Senator  from 
Michigan  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  CLE/fc.  On  page  2,  it 
is  proposed  to  strike  /rnt  line  15  and  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

"(l)  section  4061/b)  (relating  to  auto¬ 
mobile  parts  and 

On  page  3,  fffis  proposed  to  strike  out 
lines  16  through  23. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  the  effect 
of  this  amendment  would  be  to  remove 
the  3 -percent  excise  tax  on  automobiles 
which  .was  imposed  at  the  time  of  the 
■war.  It  would  not  a.ffect  the 
[-percent  excise  applicable  on  cars. 


ft£ld  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 
L  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  oftq  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  VPRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
questiorr-fs  on  agreeing  to  the,  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.Hffli],  [Putting  tbe' question.] 
Mr.  HARTax  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
a  division.  \  / 

On  a  division 'the  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected.  \ 

The  PRESIDIN G OFFICER .  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  ajfiendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  affiench^ient  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  'sm  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  aniendmenramd  the  third 
reading  of  the'  bill.  \ 

The  amendments  were  o leered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  rO^d  a  third 
time.  /  \ 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr  ./JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Rresi- 
dent/1  yield  back  the  remainder  ofxmy 
tim/et  on  condition  that  the  minority 
iraer  does  likewise.  \ 

DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield" 
lack  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  final 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 
Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee]  and  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie] 
are  absent  on  official  business  as  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  U.S.  delegation  on  parlimen- 
tary  conferences  in  Canada. 


and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl¬ 
son]  are  absent  on  official  business  as 
members  of  the  U.S.  delegation  to  con¬ 
ferences  in  Canada. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
attending  the  opening  ceremonies  of  the 
St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Dworshak]  is  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mi-.  Capehart],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  and 
the  Senator  from  Vermorit  [Mr.  Prouty] 
would  each  vote  "yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  79, 
nays  0,  as  follows: 

yeas— 79 


Allott 

Goldwater 

Monroney 

Anderson 

Gore 

Morton 

Bartlett 

Hart 

Moss 

Beall 

Hartke 

Mundt 

>Bennett 

Hayden 

Neuberger 

Bible 

Bridges 

Hennings 

Pastore 

Hickenlooper 

Proxmire 

Bush 

Hill 

Randolph 

Butler 

Hruska 

Robertson 

Byrd,\a. 

Jackson 

Russell 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Javits 

Saltonstall 

CannonN 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Schoeppel 

Carroll  \ 

Johnston,  S.C. 

Scott 

Case,  N.J.  \ 

Jordan 

Smathers 

Clark  \ 

Keating 

Smith 

Cooper 

\  Kefauver 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

'•Kennedy 

Stennis 

Curtis 

Kerr 

Symington 

Dirksen 

Kuchel 

Talmadge 

Dodd 

Langer 

Thurmond 

Douglas 

Lausche 

Williams,  N.J. 

Eastland 

Long\ 

Williams,  Del. 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Yarborough 

Engle 

McClellaia 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Ervin 

Frear 

Fulbright 

Magnusoifv 
Mansfield  \ 
Martin  \ 

Young,  Ohio 

Aiken 

Capehart 

Carlson 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Chavez 

Church 

Dworshak 


NAYS— 0 
NOT  VOTING- 

Green 

Gruening 

Holland 

Humphrey 

McGee 

McNamara 

Morse 


Murray 
Muskie' 
O’Mahoney 
Prouty 
Wiley 
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So  the  bill  (H.R.  7523)  was  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read:  j 
“An  act  to  provide  a  1-year  extension 
of  the  existing  corporate  normal-tax  rate 
and  of  certain  excise-tax  rates,  and  for  J 
other  purposes.” 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  i 
which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  X  move  j 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  1 
the  table. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  insist  upon 
its  amendments  and  request,  a  confer-  j 
ence  with  the  House  of  Representatives 
thereon,  and  that  the  Chair  .appoint  | 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate.  i 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Byrd 
of  Virginia,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Frear,  Mr. 
Long,  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware,  Mt 
Bennett,  and  Mr.  Butler,  conferees  on\ 
the  part  of  Senate. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia.  Mr.  President,  j 
I  also  ask  that  the  bill  be  printed,  show-  | 
ing  the  Senate  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  VICE  PRESI¬ 
DENT  OR  PRESIDENT  PRO  TEM¬ 
PORE  TO  SIGN  ENROLLED  BILLS 
AND  RESOLUTIONS  DURING  THE1 
ADJOURNMENT  OF  THE  SENATE 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Vice  President  or  the  President  pro 
tempore  be  authorized  to  sign,  during 
the  adjournment  following  today’s  ses¬ 
sion,  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolutions 
duly  passed  by  the  two  Houses  and  found 
truly  enrolled,  and  that  the  Secretary 
be  authorized  to  receive  messages  from 
the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


VETO  MESSAGES  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  President  of  the  United  States 
has  transmitted  to  the  Senate  today 
two  veto  messages — one  on  S.  1901,  the 
so-called  tobacco  bill,  and  the  other  on 
S.  1968,  the  wheat  bill. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  mes¬ 
sages  be  considered  to  have  been  read, 
and  that,  with  the  accompanying  bills, 
they  be  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and 
be  printed  as  documents. 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
ACT  OF  1949,  TO  STABILIZE  AND 
PROTECT  THE  LEVEL  OF  SUPPORT 
FOR  TOBACCO— VETO  MESSAGE 
(S.  DOC.  NO.  32) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  following  message  from 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  which 
was  read,  and,  with  the  accompanying 
bill,  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table,  and  to 
be  printed: 


To  the  Senate: 

I  return  herewith  without  my  approval 
S.  1901,  “an  act  to  amend  section  101(c) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the 
act  of  July  28,  1945,  to  stabilize  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  level  of  support  for  tobacco.’* 
This  bill  fails  by  a  wide  margin  to  do 
what  should  be  done  if  the  best  long¬ 
term  interest  of  the  Nation’s  tobacco 
farmers  is  to  be  safeguarded. 

The  bill’s  merits  are  few.  For  the  first 
time  in  many  years  tobacco  prices  would 
be  supported  at  less  than  90  percent  of 
parity — in  the  first  year,  for  example,  at 
88  percent  for  Flue-cured  tobacco  and  at 
87  percent  for  burley.  Supporting  to¬ 
bacco  prices  as  provided  in  S.  1901, 
rather  than  at  90  percent  of  parity  under 
a  continuation  of  present  law,  would 
result  in  a  saving  to  the  U.S.  Government 
in  the  first  year  of  $14  million. 

The  bill’s  demerits,  however,  are 
fundamental  and  far  reaching.  The  bill 
takes  a  long  step  backward  by  resurrect¬ 
ing  90  percent  of  “old  parity”  as  one 
basis  for  determining  the  support  level 
for  tobacco.  The  Congress  itself  dis¬ 
carded  the  “old  parity”  formula  years 
ago.  Because  the  bill  actually  can  result 
in  the  support  level  being  set  at  90  per¬ 
cent  of  “old  parity,”  the  American  to¬ 
bacco  farmer  in  such  circumstances 
could  very  easily  be  misled  into  believing 
he  would  receive  90  percent  of  parity,  as 
parity  is  computed  for  all  other  com¬ 
modities. 

But  more  importantly,  I  cannot  ap¬ 
prove  a  bill  that  holds  out  hope  to  the 
tobacco  farmer  that  it  will  help  him  solve 
his  problems,  when  such  is  not  the  case. 
U.S.  growers  of  many  types  of  tobacco 
are  heavily  dependent  upon  exports. 
Yet  we  have  been  fast  losing  our  fail- 
share  of  foreign  markets.  The  dete¬ 
rioration  in  our  tobacco  sales  abroad 
can  be  directly  attributed  to  the  high 
level  of  price  supports  that  are  required 
by  existing  law.  And  while  prices  have 
been  supported  at  these  high  levels,  and 
would  continue  to  be  under  this  bill,  the 
law  has  required  severe  cuts  in  tobacco 
acreage  in  the  United  States  at  a  time 
when  acreage  and  production  abroad 
have  been  expanding.  The  best  that  can 
be  said  about  S.1901  is  that  it  might  slow 
down  the  rate  at  which  we  are  losing  our 
fair  share  of  foreign  markets.  It  would 
not  prevent  further  losses.  It  certainly 
will  not  regain  any  lost  markets,  because 
the  level  of  price  supports  it  requires 
would  still  be  too  high. 

I  believe  the  bill’s  demerits  far  out¬ 
weigh  its  merits,  and  accordingly  I  am 
returning  it  without  my  approval. 

The  Congress  has  a  pressing  responsi¬ 
bility  to  enact  realistic  legislation  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  the  problems  of  tobacco 
farmers — legislation  such  as  that  recom¬ 
mended  in  my  special  message  of  Janu¬ 
ary  29,  1959. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

The  White  House,  June  25,  1959. 


STRENGTHENING  OF  WHEAT  MAR¬ 
KETING  QUOTA  AND  PRICE  SUP¬ 
PORT  PROGRAM— VETO  MESSAGE 
(S.  DOC.  NO.  33) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  following-  message  from 


the  President  of  the  United  States, 
which  was  read,  and,  with  the  accom¬ 
panying  bill,  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table, 
and  to  be  printed:  . 

To  the  Senate: 

I  am  returning  herewith,  without  my 
approval,  S.  1968,  a  bill  “to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  and  Public  Law  74,  77th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended.” 

This  bill  seeks  to  enact'  temporary 
wheat  legislation.  It  would  require 
wheat  producers  to  reduce  their  acreage 
by  25  percent  and  at  the' same  time  would 
provide  for  increases  jii  price  supports  on 
wheat  to  90  percent  Of  parity. 

On  May  15  when  I  approved  the  joint 
resolution  for  extending  the  date  for 
announcing  the  1960  wheat  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  and /marketing  quotas  I  said: 

It  is  my  Hope  that  these  additional  2 
weeks  will  I^e  used  by  the  Congress  to  enact 
realistic  aAd  constructive — not  stopgap — 
wheat  legislation. 

The/proposed  legislation  embodied  in 
H.Ry7246  is  stopgap.  It  is  not  realistic. 
It  is  not  constructive.  It  goes  backward 
instead  of  forward.  It  is  not  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  wheat  farmers  of  America. 

The  bill  disregards  the  facts  of  modem 
agriculture.  The  history  of  acreage  con¬ 
trol  programs — particularly  in  the  case 
of  wheat — reveals  that  they  just  do  not 
control  production.  Under  acreage  con¬ 
trols  in  the  1954-58  period,  acreage  was 
reduced  by  over  25  percent  but  at  the 
same  time  yield  per  acre  was  increased  by 
about  30  percent.  The  same  situation 
would  be  likely  to  happen  in  1960  and 
1961.  The  poorest  acres  would  be  re¬ 
tired  from  production  and  all  the  mod¬ 
ern  technology  would  be  poured  onto  the 
remainder. 


Hence  the  bill  would  probably  increase, 
and  in  any  event  would  not  substantially 
decrease,  the  cost  of  the  present  ex¬ 
cessively  expensive  wheat  program  now 
running  at  approximately  $700  million  a 
year. 

In  my  January  29,  1959,  special  mes¬ 
sage  on  agriculture,  I  recommended  that 
price  supports  be  related  to  a  percentage 
of  the  average  market  price  during  the 
immediately  preceding  years.  In  this 
message  I  also  stated  that  if  in  spite 
of  the  tremendous  increases  in  yields 
per  acre  the  Congress  still  preferred  to 
relate  price  Support  to  existing  standards 
then  the  Secretary  should  have  discre¬ 
tion  in  establishing  support  levels  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  guidelines  now  in  the  law. 

Contrary  to  the,  recommendations  I 
made,  this  bill  prescribes  for  a  sick  pa¬ 
tient  another  dose  of,  what  caused  his 
illness.  The  proposed  return  to  the  dis¬ 
credited  high,  rigid  price\upports  would 
hasten  the  complete  collapse  of  the  en- 
— -tire  wheat  program.  \ 

While  the  hour  is  late  I  feel  that  this 
Congress  still  has  the  opportunity  to 
adopt  realistic  wheat  legislation 'benefi¬ 
cial  to  all  segments  of  our  economy. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

The  White  House,  June  25, 1959.  \ 
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$4-4)00  first  bracket,  subject  to  a  20  per- 
cenkrate,  by  50  per  cent.  With  respect 
to  dividend  income  in  the  $12,000  to 
$  1 6, 000N  bracket,  subject  to  a  30  percent 
rate,  th\tax  liability  would  be  reduced 
by  20  percent. 

At  very  high  income  levels  the  per¬ 
centage  reduction  in  the  tax  on  dividend 
income  will  besabout  11  percent. 

Who  are  the'.,  stockholders  to  whom 
reference  is  made,  who  are  receiving 
what  the  SenatorNfrom  Utah  calls  in¬ 
centive  tax  treatmeht?  That  is  exactly 
what  it  is.  With  all  respect  to  my  very 
warm  friend,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  I  could  not  agree 
with  his  analogy  betweerK.  Government 
bonds  and  equity  investments  The  two 
things  are  entirely  different.  The  point 
is  that  American  industry  needs  capital. 
It  can  obtain  plenty  of  credit.  What  it 
needs  is  capital.  It  needs  incentive  for 
people  to  invest  their  money  in  American 
industry,  so  that  more  industries  can'be 
created  and  more  jobs  provided.  That 
is  one  of  the  important  things. 

Therefore,  this  is  a  job-creating,  in¬ 
centive  form  of  taxation,  and  that  is  one 
of  the  real  justifications  for  it. 

In  the  case  of  Government  bonds,  one 
is  buying  an  obligation  which  is  abso¬ 
lutely  undoubted,  so  far  as  security  is 
concerned.  The  Government  cannot 
fail  to  pay  its  obligation  in  dollars. 
However,  the  reason  why  Government 
bonds  are  not  as  popular  as  they  should 
be  does  not  lie  in  the  matter  of  tax 
consideration,  but  it  is  because  of  the 
way  Congress  has  handled  the  fiscal  af¬ 
fairs  of  the  United  States.  The  people 
of  the  country  have  begun  to  lose  faith 
in  it.  That  is  the  trouble  with  Govern¬ 
ment  bonds.  That  is  the  reason  we  are 
having  to  increase  the  debt  limit,  and 
the  reason  we  shall  probably  face  the 
possibility  of  taking  the  lid  off  the  in¬ 
terest  rate,  so  as  to  make  Government 
bonds  comparably  attractive  with  other 
high-grade  investments  of  a  credit  na¬ 
ture.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Government 
to  make  its  obligations  attractive,  and 
it  should  do  so  by  sound  fiscal  measures. 
The  Congress  of  the  United  States  has 
the  greatest  responsibility  in  that 
respect. 

Were  it  not  for  the  high  existing  tax 
rates,  both  corporate  and  individual, 
this  type  of  tax  incentive  would  not 
necessary  at  all.  I  would  certainly  look 
forward  to  the  time — and  I  am /sure 
almost  every  other  Senator  would-^when 
we  could  reduce  both  corporate/and  in¬ 
dividual  tax  rates,  so  as  to  out  of 
the  confiscatory  brackets  anjj  eliminate 
the  need  for  such  tax  incentive  methods 
as  that  provided  in  1954.  / 

I  wish  to  turn  my  attention  to  the 
question  of  American  stockholders,  and 
discuss  the  question  of  who  those  people 
are.  This  is  not  a  rich  man’s  tax  bill, 
although  the  rich  may  benefit  from  it 
to  a  certain  exteht. 

There  are  12,494,000  Americans  today 
who  own  shares  in  public  corporations. 
That  is  nearly  double  the  number  in 
1952,  and  45  percent  over  what  the  figure 
was  in  /I956.  My  recollection  is  that 
when  the  bill  was  passed  in  1954  there 
were  about  7  Yz  million  stockholders. 
Now  there  are  approximately  12  '/2  mil¬ 


lion  stockholders.  One  of  every  eight 
adults  is  now  a  shareowner. 

Sixty-eight  percent  of  the  shareowners 
own  the  stock  which  is  listed  on  the  New 
York  Stock  Exchange.  The  average 
shareowner  has  a  rpedian  household  in¬ 
come  of  $7,000.  The  comparable  figure 
for  a  new  shareholder  is  $6,900.  Almost 
half  the  shareowners  are  in  the  $5,000  to 
$10,000  income  tax  bracket.  The  me¬ 
dian  age  of  new  shareowners  since  1956 
has  been  35  years,  compared  with  49  for 
all  shareowners.  So  the  young  people 
are  putting  their  money  into  stocks. 
Possibly  it  is  the  result  of  incentive  tax¬ 
ation,  but  I  think  it  is  a  good  sign  for  the 
United  States. 

Women  outnumber  the  men  by  a 
somewhat  larger  margin  than  they  did 
in  1956.  Four  million  housewives  were 
shareowners,  representing  the  largest 
single  group  of  stockholders. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Is  it  not  possible  that 
many  of  the  women  are  widows  who 
must  depend  upon  income  from  the 
stocks  which  their  husbands  accumu¬ 
lated? 

Mr.  BUSH.  That  is  undoubtedly  true. 
Trustee's  buy  stock  for  the  estates  of 
people  wlio  are  deceased,  and  undoubt¬ 
edly  hundreds  of  thousands,  if  not  mil¬ 
lions,  of  widows  are  involved. 

Adult  shareowners  are  almost  equally 
divided  between  those  who  attended  col¬ 
lege  and  those  who  did  not.'  One  out  of 
five  shareowners  first  Required  stock 
through  an  employee/ stock  purchase 
plan. 

The  holders  of  scares  in  investment 
companies — the  so-called  investment 
trust  companies — number  1,235,000, 
which  is  four  times  the  total  in  1956. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BUS?!  I  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Does  not  the.Sen- 
ator  understand  that  my  amendment 
applies7  only  to  the  tax  credit,  and  not 
to  the  $50  deduction? 

Mr.  BUSH.  It  applies  only  to  the  tax 
credit. 

/  Mr.  McCarthy.  Only  to  the  credit. 

/  Mr.  BUSH.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make  a 
few  further  observations  with  respect  to 
stockholders. 

An  estimated  1,335,000  shareowners 
are  members  of  labor  unions;  1,275,000 
out  of  6,347,000  women  shareowners  are 
housewives  who  have  jobs  outside  the 
home. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
in  a  moment. 

An  estimated  136,000  members  of  the 
armed  services  own  shares  in  public  cor¬ 
porations.  Fifty  thousand  U.S.  citizens 
who  live  in  foreign  countries  own  shares. 

Among  adult  shareholders,  women 
outnumber  the  men  in  four  of  the  five 
age  groups.  The  exception  is  the  group 
65  years  of  age  and  older.  In  all  other 
groups  the  women  outnumber  the  men. 

The  cities  of  Berkeley,  Calif.,  Hart¬ 
ford,  Conn. — I  am  proud  to  say — 
Pasadena,  Rochester,  St.  Petersburg,  and 


Wilmington,  Del.,  lead  all  other  large .« 
cities  in  the  proportion  of  shareowners 
to  the  total  population.  In  each  of 
those  cities  more  than  one  out  of  five 
persons  own  shares  of  stock. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois  wants  me  to  yield  for  a  question,  I 
will  yield  at  this  point. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Has  not  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  unwittingly  perpe- 
treated  a  very  great  fallacy?  He  has  not 
told  us  the  number  of  shares  these  peo¬ 
ple  own.  The  facts  are  that  the  work¬ 
ing  people  and  housewives  own  but  very 
few  shares.  The  overwhelming  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  shares  are  owned  by  a  rela¬ 
tively  small  proportion  of  persons  in  the 
upper  income  brackets.  In  fact,  the 
Federal  Reserve  Bulletin  for  August  of 
1957,  page  894,  shows  that  89  percent 
of  all  spending  units — which  is  their 
term  for  families,  own  no  stock  what¬ 
soever.  The  Senator  from  Connecticut, 
as  an  experienced  banker,  knows  that 
fact  perfectly  well. 

Mr.  BUSH.  The  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  as  an  experienced  economist,  also 
knows  that  everyone  does  not  own  the 
same  number  of  shares.  It  is  just  as  im¬ 
portant  for  the  man  who  owns  10  shares. 
He  may  be  just  as  much  interested  in 
this  question  as  the  man  who  owns 
200,000  or  2,0-30  shares. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  other  words,  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  considers  this 
program  to  be  on  a  50-50  basis — one 
rabbit  to  one  elephant. 

Mr.  BUSH.  No,  that  is  not  the  idea 
at  all.  I  have  just  read  into  the  Record 
factual  information  which  shows  that 
there  is  a  very  wide  interest  and  a  very 
wide  participation  in  stock  ownership. 

I  am  certain  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
knows  and  understands  that  very  well. 

I  am  also  certain,  although  perhaps  he 
will  not  admit  it,  that  he  knows  perfectly 
well  that  it  is  a  good  thing  for  the  United 
States  to  have  all  these  people  owning 
stock.  I  am  sure  he  would  like  to  see 
the  number  of  stockholders  in  this  coun¬ 
try  increased.  I  ask  him  whether  he 
would  not. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  of  course.  But 
I  also  think  that  the  men  who  work  and 
earn  their  living  by  the  sweat  of  their 
brows  have  equal  dignity  and  that  they 
should  not  be  taxed  at  a  higher  rate. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  certainly  agree  that 
those  people  have  equal  dignity  and  that 
they  should  not  be  taxed  at  a  higher 
rate;  but  I  do  not  think  they  are  being 
taxed  at  a  higher  rate.  I  believe  this 
feature  of  the  act  which  was  passed  in 
1954,  which  was  called  incentive  tax¬ 
ation,  has  had  good  results,  and  has 
demonstrated  that  .it  was  a  good  idea 
because  the  amount  of  new  capital 
which  has  gone  into  American  industry 
has  increased  enormously,  as  has  the 
number  of  stockholders.  \ 

I  shall  emphasize  one  .thing  more; 
then  I  will  conclude.  Amehcan  indus¬ 
try  needs  capital.  It  needs  more  capital 
today.  It  is  easy  to  get  loans/but  it  is 
hard  to  get  equity  capital.  The-whole 
purpose  of  this  phase  of  the  legislation 
is  to  give  some  incentive  to  people  \ho 
have  savings  to  invest  in  American  en¬ 
terprise,  so  that  American  enterprise 
can  continue  to  expand  and  to  create 
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Jobs  for  the  increasing  population  of  the 
country. 

Our  economic  system  depends  en¬ 
tirely — it  depends  absolutely  and  basic¬ 
ally — upon  the  ability  and  the  willing¬ 
ness  of  the  people  of  the  Nation  to  put 
their  savings  into  the  equities  of  Ameri¬ 
can  institutions.  It,  has  been  their  will¬ 
ingness  in  the  past  to  do  this  which  has 
enabled  these  institutions  to  grow  and 
become  strong  and  to  .  create  jobs  for 
some  67  million  persons-  in  this  coun¬ 


try  today. 


I  realize,  of  course,  that  we  do  not 
have  the  votes;  nevertheless,  I, shall  vote, 
as  I  did  in  1954,  against  this,  proposal 
to  remove  this  provision  from  the  exist¬ 
ing  law.  \ 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my -time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  earlier  this  afternoon  the  Sent 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy] 
referred  to  the  fact  that  I  was  one  of 
those  who  supported  the  amendment  in 
1954.  He  was  correct.  I  did.  When  we 
deleted  this  section  from  the  bill  the 
Senate  rejected  the  amendment,  and  the 
bill  went  to  the  House. 

The  conferees  put  the  proposal  back  in 
the  conference  report.  When  the  con¬ 
ference  report  came  back  to  the  Senate, 
on  July  29,  I  still  voted  against  the  con¬ 
ference  report  which  included  this 
amendment. 

We  must  be  very  careful  when  we 
change  the  tax  laws,  because  we  are  es¬ 
tablishing  precedents.  However,  I  note 
that  when  the  House  adopted  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  July  28,  1958,  as  found  in 
the  Congressional  Record  on  page 
12436,  my  friend  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
McCarthy]  voted  for  this  conference  re¬ 
port  containing  this  provision. 

Mr.  -  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  have  a  clarification.  Is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  looking  at  the  Sen¬ 
ate  vote  or  the  House  vote? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
looking  at  the  House  vote  on  page  12436. 
Among  those  answering  the  rollcall  vote 
on  the  conference  report,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy]  is 
listed  as  voting  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  L 
am  uncertain  whether  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  is  referring  to  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  or  the  Representative 
from  Minnesota.  If  the  Senatoi^/Trom 
Delaware  had  looked  at  the  vote/on  the 
motion  to  recommit  the  bill  vrnen  the 
House  first  had  the  chance  to  consider 
it,  the  Representative  from7  Minnesota 
was  recorded  as  voting  against  this  pro¬ 
vision,  and  also  a  numbenof  other  provi¬ 
sions,  in  1954 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct.  You  voted/against  it  one  time 
and  for  it  the  next. 

Mr.  LAUSCH^jL  /Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  frpm  'Delaware  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Did  the  Senator  from 
Delaware/ oppose  the  proposal  to  grant 
this,  if  1  may  call  it  so,  special  privilege 
to  holders  of  stocks  with  respect  to  the 
payment  of  dividends? 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes,  I 
did.  At  that  time  I  spoke  in  support  of 
the  amendment  that  deleted  the  section. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
expired. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  2  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  At  that 
time  we  were  establishing  a  precedent. 
I  am  not  changing  my  position  on  that. 
But  I  think  we  must  not  overlook  the 
fact  that  when  we  amend  the  Revenue 
Code,  we  cannot  change  it  back  without 
proper  notice  being  given  to  the  parties 
concerned.  But  it  has  not  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  committee  nor  have  any 
hearings  been  held. 

We  have  before  us  again  a  bill  on 
which  we  have  agreed  not  to  take 
amendments  because  this  bill  must  be 
signed  by  next  Tuesday. 

I  point  out  to  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  that  he  himself,  voted  for  the 
inference  report,  which  included  this 
ivision  at  that  time — if  there  had  been 
igh  of  us  at  that  time,  we  could  have 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  2  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  agree 
fully  with  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
in  this  case.  I  may  say  that  I  was  here, 
and  I  did  vote  against  the  appropriation 
to  which  he  referred. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  did. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Fur¬ 
thermore  I  was  in  the7  committee  and 
voted  against  the  Srpfathers  motion  to 
repeal  the  transpoj? 
face  of  a  deficit. 

The  reason  I 
amendments  is  that  we  are  dealing  with 
a  bill  which  provides  for  $3  billion  in 
revenue.  If  it  is  not  enacted — signed  by 
the  President — by  midnight  of  next 
Tuesday,  As  was  said  earlier,  the  result 
will  be  a7  loss  of  $3  billion  of  revenue  to 
the  U.S  Government,  a  substantial  part 
of  which  cannot  be  recovered.  There¬ 
fore/  I  do  not  think  this  is  a  bill  which 
wg7 can  loosely  begin  to  amend.  I  have 
endments,  as  I  said  earlier  today, 
:which  I  would  like  to  offer,  but  I  am  not 


ition  tax  in  the 
opposed  to  these 


t-ed  the  conference  report  in  the.  offering  them  to  this  bill.  One  of  them 
Senate  or  House.  //  deals  with  the  depletion  allowance.  If 


Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  find  that  on  page 
12434,  oh,  the  motion  to  recommit, /the 
then  Representative  from  Minnesota 
voted  to  recommit.  Anyone  who.Under- 
stands  the  -procedures  of  the  House 
knows  that  the  vote  on  a  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  is  the  significant  vote.  If  that 
motion  fails,  theh.  one  might  as  well  give 
approval  to  what  has  been  done.  I  want 
the  Record  to  shoik  botjl  votes. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  M/Delaware.  Both 
sides  of  your  vote  are\hown. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  /  Will  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  restate  ms  position  as  it 
is  today  on  this  Amendment? . 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  As  of 
today,  I  am  not  going  to  support  the 
McCarthy  amendment  to  this^  bill  now 
before  us.  / 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware,  if  I 
have  time,  I  will  yield. 

Ir.  MCCARTHY.  The  Senator  fro: 
Jelaware  has  a  great  reputation  for' 
/fiscal  responsibility.  The  Senator  know, 
that  in  the  bill  before  us  right  now,  by, 
as  I  understand,  a  unanimous- consent 
acceptance  earlier  today,  the  Smathers 
amendment  was  included.  This  involves 
a  loss  of  revenue  of  $240  million. 

Yesterday,  on  the  health  fund  amend¬ 
ment,  in  the  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  appropriation  bill,  the  Senate, 
by  a  vote  of  84  to  14,  increased  the  ap¬ 
propriation  by  approximately  $350  mil¬ 
lion.  I  do  not  know  how  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  voted.  But  any  Senator 
who  believes  in  fiscal  responsibility 
should  have  been  here.  If  he  is  not  go¬ 
ing  to  support  my  amendment  and  some 
of  the  other  amendments  to  restore  reve¬ 
nue,  he  should  certainly  have  voted 
against  that  appropriation,  or  else  he 
should  have  been  here  to  vote  against 
the  Smathers  amendment  when  it  was 
adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
again  expired. 


the  committee  once  begins  to  accept 
these  amendments,  where  will  we  stop? 
That  is  the  reason  why  I  am  not  going  to 
support  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  or  any  other  amend¬ 
ment  at  this  time.  If  we  should  start 
taking  these  amendments,  revising  the. 
code,  we  may  ultimately  end  up  with 
the  loss  of  $3  billion  in  revenue. 

I  do  not  question  for  one  moment  the 
sincerity  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  in  offering  his  amendment.  But, 
as  the  Senator  knows,  he  being  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Finance  we  are 
trying  to  keep  the  bill  confined  strictly 
to  the  excise  taxes  which  will  expire  as 
of  midnight,  June  30,  next  Tuesday,  and 
to  the  extension  of  the  corporate  tax 
rates.  I  believe  that  is  the  best  procedure 
to  follow.  I  say  that  without  in  any  way 
questioning  the  sincerity  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  in  offering  his  amend¬ 
ment.  I  only  regret  that  he  offers  it  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  the 
President  of  the  United  States  vetoed 
today  S.  1901,  a  bill  which  had  been 
introduced  in  the  Senate  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  junior  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan]  and  myself.  The 
bill  passed  the  Senate  by  a  voice  vote. 
Later,  it  passed  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  an  overwhelming  record 
vote. 

I  raise  no  question  about  the  sincerity 
of  the  Presidents’  action.  I  know  that 
when  he  deals  with  agricultural  bills,  he 
is  advised  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Mr.  Benson.  I  must  say  that  in 
this  case  I  believe  the  President  was 
poorly  advised;  and  that  reasons  given 
in  his  veto  message  are  not  sound.  I 
regret  that  he  has  seen  fit  to  veto  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1901,  for  I  am  sure  that  it  is  a 
sound  bill,  and  that  its  enactment  would 
have  benefited  tobacco  farmers  and  the 
entire  tobacco  industry. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Benson,  voiced  his  opposition  to  Sen- 
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ate  bill  1901  at  the  last  moment,  when 
it  was  being  debated  in  the  Senate.  The 
bill  was  opposed  from  the  time  of  its 
introduction  by  leaders  of  the  National 
Farm  Bureau  for  reasons  their  repre¬ 
sentatives  could  never  make  clear. 

Against  this  opposition,  the  record 
shows  that  the  bill  was  supported  by 
tobacco  growers,  tobacco  cooperatives, 
farm  organizations — including  farm 
bureaus — in  all  the  tobacco-growing 
States. 

I  know  that  tobacco  growers  and  the 
tobacco  industry  who  supported  the  bill 
know  infinitely  more  about  their  prob¬ 
lems  and  their  programs  than  does  the 
National  Farm  Bureau;  and  infinitely 
more  about  them  than  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  if  the  cotton 
farmers,  the  corn  farmers,  the  wheat 
farmers,  and  others  for  whom  the  Na¬ 
tional  Farm  Bureau  assumed  to  speak 
could  have  spoken  for  themselves  on 
this  matter,  they  would  have  had  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 
For  farmers  everywhere  have  sympa¬ 
thetic  regard  for  the  problems  of  other 
farmers,  and  desire  very  much  that 
other  fanners  do  well. 

Mr.  President,  this  issue  may  not  seem 
to  some  to  be  of  great  importance.  But 
it  is  of  great  importance  to  the  tobacco 
farmers  of  the  country — to  the  1  mil¬ 
lion  farm  families  who  depend  upon 
tobacco  for  their  livelihood. 

I  do  not  intend  to  detail  again  all  the 
reasons  which  led  the  tobacco  growers 
and  all  the  tobacco  organizations  in  the 
country  to  join  in  support  of  Senate  bill 
1901.  But  it  is  well  to  point  out  that  it 
was  for  the  purpose  of  stabilizing  prices 
for  a  period  which  tobacco  experts  esti¬ 
mated  would  be  5  years,  and  possibly 
might  extend  to  10  years. 

With  such  a  period  of  stabilzed  price, 
it  would  have  undoubtedly  stimulated 
exports,  contrary  to  the  opinion  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  veto  message.  Also  it  was 
designed  to  protect  the  small  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  of  f aimers — and  there  are  no 
large  corporate  tobacco  farmers.  The 
bill  also  affirmed — and  I  make  no  apol¬ 
ogy  for  it;  I  proclaim  it — the  desire  of 
tobacco  farmers  to  maintain  fixed  sup¬ 
ports  for  tobacco  at  90  percent  of  parity. 
Mr.  Benson  is  evidently  against  fixed  90 
percent  supports  for  tobacco.  But  I  can 
say  that  we  will  fight  to  maintain  our 
tobacco  program,  and  we  will  hold  it 
despite  opposition.  There  has  never  been 
a  serious  effort  by  the  Congress  to 
change  the  fixed  90  percent  supports  for 
tobacco  enacted  in  1948,  by  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  introduced  and  was  joined 
by  the  late  Senator  Barkley.  But  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  evidently 
determined,  for  unclear  reasons,  that 
the  present  tobacco  program— which 
suits  and  benefits  the  tobacco  growers  of 
the  Nation,  which  at  times  has  been 
approved  in  referendums  conducted  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  by  the 
votes  of  99  percent  of  tobacco  growers, 
which  has  not  cost  the  Government  1 
cent  in  price  support  operations  of  the 
program  during  its  life — should  be 
changed. 

.  Inferentially,  the  President’s  veto  mes¬ 
sage,  declares  that  it  should  be  changed. 
■7 


1  oppose  any  such  change,  and  I  am  sure 
the  Congress  will  not  change  the  basic 
program  of  90  percent  support  with 
acreage  controls. 

If  other  farm  programs  are  in  diffi¬ 
culty,  there  is  no  rationality — no  sense — 
in  changing  the  tobacco  program,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  a  successful  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  regret  very  much  that 
the  President  saw  fit  to  veto  this  bill.  I 
do  not  know  what  will  happen  now. 

A  few  minutes  ago  my  colleague  and 
friend,  the  junior  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Morton],  introduced  a  bill 
which  is,  as  he  says,  an  interim  or  stop¬ 
gap  proposal. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield  2  additional 
minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 

2  additional  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  is  recognized  for 
2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  of 
course,  I  am  aware  of  my  colleague’s  in¬ 
terest  in  this  problem.  But,  I  must  say 
that  the  bill  he  has  introduced  is,  with 
one  change,  the  bill  and  the  same  pro¬ 
posal  that  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  and  Secretary  Benson  have 
wanted  for  tobacco  from  the  outset.  It 
is  not  the  tobacco  growers’  bill,  and  does 
not  meet  their  problems,  but  it  may  be 
the  best  we  can  get  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  after  the  President’s  veto. 

I  intend  to  consult  with  my  cosponsor, 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Jordan],  with  representatives  of  the  to¬ 
bacco  States  in  the  Congress,  particu¬ 
larly  the  Kentucky  delegation — all  of 
whom  so  loyally  supported  S.  1901 — and 
with  tobacco  growers  and  the  farm  or¬ 
ganizations  which  represent  them,  be¬ 
fore  I  make  a  decision  as  to  the  course  of 
action  we  shall  now  take. 

The  arguments  the  President  advances 
in  his  veto  message  are  the  same  as  the 
arguments  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  used  again  and  again  regarding  the 
tobacco  program.  They  are  the  argu¬ 
ments  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration  used  in  opposition  to  S,  1901. 
The  arguments  in  the  message  itself  with 
respect  to  the  level  of  support  prices  are 
inconsistent;  but  it  is  done. 

While  respecting  the  President’s  un¬ 
questioned  sincerity,  I  regret  the  veto, 
for  I  sincerely  believe  the  decision  was 
wrong. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  I  desire  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kentucky  on  the  statement  he  has  made. 
I  concur  in  what  he  has  said. 

The  tobacco  farmers  are  the  only  com¬ 
modity  group  in  the  Nation  that  came 
voluntarily  to  the  Congress  and  requested 
that  their  price  supports  be  reduced. 

The  bill  was  reported  from  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
according  to  my  recollection,  unanimous¬ 
ly;  and  the  bill  passed  the  Senate  unani¬ 


mously;  and  it  passed  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  as  I  recall,  with  about  100 
votes  to  spare. 

If  the  bill  had  been  approved  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  it  would 
have  reduced  the  price  supports  on  to¬ 
bacco  $14  million,  the  first  year. 

Is  it  not  true,  I  ask  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky,  that  because  the  President 
has  seen  fit  to  veto  the  bill,  the  potential 
cost  to  the  taxpayers,  next  year,  will  be 
$14  million  greater? 

Mr,  COOPER.  The  veto  message 
states  that  Senate  bill  1901,  been  enacted 
into  law,  would  have  saved  $14  million. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  In  other  words,  the 
veto  will  cost  the  taxpayers  money,  while 
at  the  same  time  it  will  render  a  dis¬ 
service  to  the  tobacco  farmers;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  is  my  opinion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  has  elapsed. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  for  yielding  to  me. 


TAX  RATE  EXTENSION  ACT  OF  1959 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  7523)  to  provide 
a  1-year  extension  of  the  existing  cor¬ 
porate  normal-tax  rate  and  of  certain 
excise-tax  rates. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  a 
dividend  tax  credit  shifts  the  burden  of 
$335  million  in  taxes  from  the  receivers 
of  dividends  to  other  taxpayers  of  the 
Nation. 

Despite  the  economic  recovery,  many 
middle-income  families  find  it  increas¬ 
ingly  difficult  to  meet  their  financial 
obligations  on  their  wage  and  salary 
income. 

Many  face  heavy  installment  debt,  es¬ 
pecially  under  the  higher  interest  rates 
which  this  administration  has  made  it 
a  policy  to  encourage. 

Under  these  circumstances,  we  should 
not  perpetuate  a  law  which  forces  a 
family  whose  incotne  is  from  wages  and 
salaries  to  pay  higher  taxes  than  those 
paid  by  a  family  '  which  receives  an 
equivalent  income  from  dividends.  But 
this  is  the  effect  of  the  present  dividend 
credit  provision. 

Under  existing  law,  a  married  man 
with  two  dependents  who  has  $10,000  of 
income  from  wages  and  salary  pays  a 
tax  of  approximately  $1,372;  whereas 
a  married  man  with  two  dependents  who 
has  $10,000  of  income  from  dividends 
pays  a  tax  of  approximately  $1,091 — a 
difference  of  approximately\$280. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  interest  of  equal¬ 
ity  of  taxation  for  families  of,  moderate 
means,  I  urge  the  repeal  of  \this  pro¬ 
vision.  \ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.!  The 
;  clerk  will  call  the  roll.  \ 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
i  the  roll.  \ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  Vsk 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
1  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
j  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


No.  106- 


10&22 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  25 


Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  ask  how  much  time  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  8  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  And  how  much 
time  is  remaining  to  the  opposition? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Seven 
minutes  remain  to  the  opposition. 

Mr.  McCARTHYX  May  I  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman'  pf  the  committee 
whether  he  has  any  further  requests  for 
time?  \ 

Mr.  3YRD  of  Virginia.  .The  majority 
leader  is  in  control  of  the  time. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  \j  have  no 
requests.  \ 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  May  we  have  the 
yeas  and  nays  of  my  amendment? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  that  in  the  course  of  this  nearly 

1  hour  and  a  half  of  debate  the  issue 
or  the  stake  has  been  made  clear.  I 
would  point  out,  in  case  anyone  has  been 
confused  by  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  that  the 

2  votes  to  which  he  referred  in  my  case 
were  not  restricted  to  this  particular 
amendment,  but  involved  a  very  com¬ 
prehensive  tax  bill.  But  in  the  case  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware,  in  1954  he 
had  a  clear  vote  on  this  specific  issue, 
and  he  has  the  same  clear  vote  here 
today. 

I  should  like  to  make  two  or  three 
points  regarding  my  amendment.  The 
first  is  on  the  ground  of  fiscal  respon¬ 
sibility.  The  bill,  with  the  committee 
amendments,  before  the  Senate  now 
does  not  raise  $3  billion.  With  the 
amendment  relating  to  the  excise  tax 
on  passenger  transportation,  it  will  fall 
short  by  approximately  between  $200 
million  and  $250  million.  In  addition, 
I  should  like  to  remind  Senators  that  the 
action  taken  on  the  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  appropriation  bill  resulted 
in  an  increase  of  appropriations  above 
the  budget  by  approximately  $350  mil¬ 
lion. 

My  amendment,  which,  it  should  be 
clearly  understood,  is  not  a  new  proposal, 
but  is  one  which  has  been  considered 
by  the  Congress,  and  thoroughly  con¬ 
sidered  and  thoroughly  discussed  here 
today,  would  restore  to  the  Treasui 
approximately  $335  million. 

Those  Senators  who  wish  to  make  a 
stand,  therefore,  on  the  basis  of  /seal 
responsibility  would  make  a  bettef  rec¬ 
ord  by  supporting  this  amendment. 

I  point  out  again  to  the  Semite  that 
when  this  amendment  was  considered  in 
1954,  the  vote  in  the  Senate'  was  71  in 
favor  and  only  13  against.  At  that  time 
the  principal  argument  which  was  made 
in  support  of  granting  this  special  privi¬ 
lege  was  that  we  needed  Jto  encourage  in¬ 
vestment  in  the  stock  market.  As  I  said 
earlier,  I  questioned/ the  argument  at 
that  time.  Certairily,  everybody  will 
agree  that  there  is/io  need  for  any  spe¬ 
cial  stimulation  or  encouragement  to  in¬ 
duce  or  entice  oy  force  people  into  mak¬ 
ing  stock  market  investments. 


At  the  same  time  that  argument  was 
made,  it  was  stated  that  there  were  not 
enough  savings  going  into  the  bond 
market.  I  think  everyone  knows  what 
the  problem  is  in  the  bond  market  today. 

But  more  important  than  any  of  those 
arguments  is  the  basic  consideration  of 
justice,  the  question  of  whether  or  not 
we  wish,  under  the  personal  income  tax 
laws  of  this  country,  to  give  preferential 
treatment  to  income  which  is  derived 
from  dividends  over  and  above  income 
which  is  derived  frbm  wages  andjsalaries 
or  from  interest  or  from  rent. 

This,  to  me,  is  a  fundamental  question. 
It  takes  us  back  to  what  is  basic  to  any 
consideration  of  a  tax  structure  or  of  a 
tax  program  or  of  a  tax  policy — the  basic 
question  of  equity  and  of  justice. 

I  think  every  Member  of  the  Senate  is 
concerned  about  the  erosion  of  the  tax 
base  and  is  concerned  about  the  possible 
loss  of  confidence  on  the  part  of  the 
people  in  the  income  tax  laws  of  the 
United  States.  My  amendment,  it  seems 
to  me,  if  adopted,  if  understood  by  the 
people  of  the  country,  will  serve  to  re- 
storeHheir  confidence.  It  will  do  so  by 
removing  what  is  a  gross  inequity,  by 
removing  a  preferential  treatment  whip 
is  contrary  to  the  traditions  of  the  Unit 
States,  as  was  so  well  pointed  out  in  the 
debate  on  this  amendment  in  1954. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  caube  of 
equity  and  justice  will  best  be  served  by 
the  adoption  of  my  amnedment  and  that, 
in  addition,  the  cause  of  fiscal/responsi¬ 
bility  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  will  be 
clearly  demonstrated.  Furthermore,  it 
is  my  opinion  that  the  adaption  of  the 
amendment  will  help  to/estore  a  better 
balance  between  investpient  in  corporate 
securities  in  the  form  of  stock  and  invest¬ 
ment  in  bonds  of  ^11  kinds,\including 
Government  bonds 

Mr.  President,  i/ield  back  the  Remain¬ 
der  of  my  time.  , 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi 
dent,  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  hry 
time,  and  F  suggest  the  absence  of  A 
quorum.  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The/legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Older  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  All  time  has  been  yielded 
back,  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
McGee],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray],  and  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie] 


are  absent  on  official  business  as  mem* 
bers  of  the  U.S.  delegation  for  parlia¬ 
mentary  conferences  in  Canada. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  /[Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  and  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  McNamara]  are  qbsent  on 
official  business  attending  the  opening 
ceremonies  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening]  is  paifed  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart],  If 
present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  would  vote'  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mi/Holland].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Idaho  would 
vote  “yea”' and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
would  vote  “nay.” 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr/.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Sen- 
tor  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee],  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNa¬ 
mara],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mi’. 
Muskie],  and  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  would  each  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart] 
and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson]  are  absent  on  official  business 
as  Members  of  the  U.S.  delegation  to 
conference  in  Canada. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
attending  the  opening  ceremonies  of  the 
St.  Lawrence  Seaway. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Dwor- 
shak]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 

S']  is  detained  on  official  busi- 

this  vote,  the  Senator  from  In- 
[Mr.  Capehart]  is  paired  with  the 
senator  from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  would  vote  “nay”  and  the 
Senator  frbm  Alaska  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  resultkwas  announced — yeas  47, 
nays  31,  as  follows : 

EAS— 47 


Allott 

Hartke 

Magnuson 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Mansfield 

Bartlett 

Hennings 

Monroney 

Bible 

Hill  \ 

Moss 

Byrd.  W.  Va. 

Jackson  \ 

Neuberger 

Cannon 

Johnson,  Tes. 

Pastore 

Carroll 

Johnston,  S.O, 

Proxmire 

Clark 

Jordan 

\Randolph 

Dodd 

Keating 

ljussell 

Douglas 

Kefauver 

Sparkman 

Engle 

Kennedy 

SyVington 

Ervin 

Kerr 

Talmadge 

Frear 

Langer 

Williams,  N.J 

Fulbright 

Lausche 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Long 

Young,  6|hio 

Hart 

McCarthy 

NAYS— 31 

Beall 

Butler 

Cotton 

Bennett 

Byrd,  Va. 

Curtis 

Bridges 

Case,  N.J. 

Dirksen 

Bush 

Cooper 

Eastland 

